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ABSTRACT

More than 2,200 Air Force officers from 38 bases in 6 commands were
intensively surveyed as to their knowledge, attitudes, and opinions about the
officer evaluation system. In many areas, significant differences were found
between commands, grades, duties, regular/reserve officers, and flying status
groups when reactions of these groups were compared to reactions of the total
sample, Analysis of the attitudes revealed by the survey indicated that although
the majority of officers are satisfied to some extent with procedures now utilized.
in the evaluation system and the performance ratings they have received, a sub-
stantial number seemed to be in fr - >t of a number of changes. By and large,
this trend is related to grade — the higher the grade, the greater the satisfaction
with the status quo,
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FOREWORD

Under Project 7719, Development of Procedures for Increasing the Efficiency
of Selection, Evaluation, and Utilization of Air Force Personnel; Task 771904,
Development, Analysis, and Improvement of Tools and Techniques for Officer Per-
formance Evaluation and Measurement; Headquarters USAF has established a
requirement with Personnel Research Laboratory for research on problems associated
with possibilities for improvement of the officer evaluation program. This report is
the first of a series presenting the results of analyses of reported attitudes, opinions,
and knowledge ahout the program and how these relate to certain pertinent features
about the subject (e.g., his grade or command).

Special acknowledgment is given to Capt. Lyle D. Kaapke who, with Lt. Col.
Ray W, Alvord, visited 38 Air Force bases in the United States for the purpose of
collecting the necessary data for this research.

Data processing and initia! statistical analyses were performed under Contract
AF41(609)-2367 by Southwestem Computing Service, Inc., Tulsa. Mr. Eugene
Usdin was the principal investigator.

This report has been reviewed and is approved.

James H. Ritter, Col USAF Edward H. Kemp
Commander Technical Director
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USAF OFFICER EVALUATION SYSTEM SURVEY: ATTITUDES AND EXPERIENCE

i. INTRODUCTION

A persistent question regarding any syscem designed to assess the performance of
personnel in an organization is the effectiveness of the system in achieving its purpose.
Frequently the reliability or validity of an evaluation system becomes suspect because of
isolated incidents or a high level of criticism by a vocal minority. But regardless of the
presence or absence of criticism, the integrity:-of an evaluation system should be subject to
continual assessment.

Research and study of the USAF Officer Effectiveness, Performance and Training
Report process (as detailed in AFM 36-10) had largely been concentrated on analysis of

.trends, prediction of effectiveness levels, and identification of causal factors in rating rela-

tionships. However the question of what officers think of the system and their experience
with it had not been answered to satisfaction. It was suspected that impressions gained from
casual conversations and the reports of critics were not necessarily a true reflection of
general attitudes of the majority. Further, it was hypothesized that certain attitudes towards
the system might be related to the extent of the individual’s knowledge regarding the system,
the utilization of evaluations, and possibly the extent to which he might have been influenced
by the official or unofficial evaluation policies of an organization. To test this concept, a
field survey of a sample of USAF officers was initiated. This study reports one aspect of the
research effort.

1I. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND DESIGN

There were two major objectives of the study. One was to determine current knowledge,
attitudes, and opinions regarding the officer evaluation program among Air Force officers in
general., The other was to determine how knowledge, attitudes, and opinions differ among.
five categories: (1) commands; (2) regular/reserve groups; (3) duty groups; (4) flying status
groups; and (5) grades. The importance of noting what officers do and do not know, think, or
feel about the officer evaluation system relates to the possibility of increasing validity of
this system; for example, by attempting to eliminate inaccurate information about'the evalua-
tion task or to increase standardization in the concept of the nature of that task.

The present investigation represents, with the broadest coverage to date, an integsive
sampling of Air Force officers’ reactions to the officer evaluation system. Over 2,200 officers
from 38 bases in 6 commands were surveyed conceming 62 separate items of information,
opinicn, or attitude, contained in the questionnaire Officer Evaluation Survey PL 3030, with
regard to this system. A chi square analysis was performed on each of these items for each
of the five categories and tests of significance were applied.

I, SUBJECTS, SAMPLING, SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

Four hundred and ninety-two of the 2,241 officers surveyed were a highly selected group
of officer students. Selection of the remainder of the subjects involved a cooperative effort
on the part of commands, bases, and Personnel Research Laboratory investigators. In
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September 1963, six commands, chosen for several apparent differences between them (such
as size and function), asked several of their bases to appoint a base project officer to assist
in preparation and administration of research on Officer Effectiveness Reports (OERs), of
which the present study is a part. Bases were selected for widest possible geographical
distribution within the continental United States.

In each instance the most recent possible period was used, the cne in which command
headquarters could expect to receive an adequate number of OERs for the study.! This period

generally preceded the survey from one to four weeks.

In the review for selection of subjects all OERs were used except those prepared be-
cause of off-base transfer of ratee or reporting official; those received by warrant officers;
those in which the reporting official held a grade above that of colonel; and, originally, those
carrying an officer’s initials indicating he had seen the OER at command headquarters. This
last restriction was later dropped, as it became apparent that it was impossible-to control the
several possible sources of knowledge of the OER on the part of the rated officer.

When the review was completed, duplicate copies of all acceptable OERs were forwarded
to Personnel Research Laboratory for use in preparation of research materials; at the same
time a list was sent to the-base project officer with names of the officers rated and their
reporting officials so that arrangements could be made for testing these two groups of officers.
Base project officers contacted both ratees and raters and excused only those subjects who
were on TDY, ill, had had a permanent change of station, or had some other equally valid
reason for not being tested.

Final criteria for retention as a subject in the present study (not relevant to the officers
from command 04), required that all of the following conditions be met:

(1) The subject (if a ratee in the initial study) must have received an OER sometime be-
tween the fall of 1963 and the spring of 1964; have completed an OER on himself for the same
rating period as if he were, in fact, the rater; have filled out the survey. In addition, his
reporting officer must have filied out a specially designed experimental rating form of the
OER on the ratee (not relevant to this report), the operational OER, and also have completed
the survey questionnaire.

(2) The subject (if a rater) must have had a ratee characterized as in (1) above,

Exclusion of a subject (if a ratee) always meant exclusion of his rater as well; exclusion
of a rater likewise meant exclusion of his ratee. No subject was used twice with regard to
survey responses; those subjects who happened to be both a rater and a ratee in the initial
study were counted only once in this phase. Civilian raters were excluded from the sample
as were all medical career group officers. Women were not excluded per se, but many were
excluded as members of the medical career group.

In view of the stringent selection procedures, it is of interest to note in Table 1 the
relative similarity of structure of the final sample to the structure of the Air Force population.
The comparison is made by noting percentage distributions for equivalent grades, regular/
teserve status groups, flying status groups, duty groups, and commands contained in 1963
OER Summary Data tables. This type of comparison assumes that Air Force population struc-
wre is well reflected in OER summary data even though the ratio of number of OERs to number
of officers in a given year is known not to be one to one.

In some cases the OER review was accomplished by base rather than by command.




Table |. Comparison of Sample and Total Air Force Officer Structure

% in Total Air Force

% in Sample 1963 OER
Groups PL 3030 Summory Dota
Grade ‘
Second Lt 10 8
First Lt 12 20
Captain 33 37
Major 25 19
Lt Colonel 16 12
Colonel 4 4
100 100
Regular/Reserve
Regular 59¢ 42
Reserve 41 58
100 100 .
Flying Status
Navigator-Observer 17 16
Pilots 42 39
Not Rated 34 37
Suspended 7 _}41 7 }44
100 100
Duty
Pilots & Flight Test 20 22
Operations 6 6
Navigator-Observer 10 13
Weapons & Missile Operations 6 6
Intelligence 2 3
Photography, Weather & Cartography 1 2
Communication-Electronics & Armament 4 7
Missiles 1 1
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint, b) 5
& Civil Engineering
Tmsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 5 6
Financial & Statistical 4 3
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt, 9 9
& Information
Education & Training 5 2
Air Police & Special Investigations 1 2
Research & Development 13 5
Commander & Director Specialties 3 4
Procurement Managuement 3 1
Legal 1 1
Chaplain 1 1
Safety - 1
100 100
Command
01 10 5
02 19 12
03 13 13
04 8 3
05 40 56 —
06 10 11
100 100

* Of the 492 highly selected officer students in this sample, only 30 were Reservists while the
remainder were Regular Officers typical of students of this group, When the students are eliminated,
percentage of Regular and Reserve subjects becomes 49 and 51 respectively.
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Administration of the survey, given without set time limits, was usually handled by
representatives of Personnel Research Laboratory on TDY at each base. -Participants were
assured that their responses would be available only to those directly concerned. The self
and experimental OER data mentioned previously were obtained at this time.

IV. OFFICER EVALUATION SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (PL 3030)

PL 3030 was specially designed to sample intensively, as widely and as representatively
as feasible, current knowledge, attitudes, and information among Air Force officers regarding
the officer evaluation system. A preliminary administration of items and alternatives to 40
officers at 2 Air Force bases was used for a check on meaningfulness, exhaustiveness, and
feasibility; item revisions and additions were then incorporated into the final 62 multiple-choice
items (and 10 open-end questions used for another purpose) upon which analyses were made.

Instructions required all officers to answer the first 52 items of PL 3030, while the last
10 items were to be answered only by those who had at some time been reporting or indorsing
officials. Only about one-third of the sample had never been a reporting or indorsing official.

V. ANALYSIS OF THE SURVEY DATA

_In order that the data would provide maximum flexibility for any desired analyses (such
as relationships between survey responses and level of OERs received or given), each alter-
native of each item was scored for each subject by assigning a **1”’ if the altemative was
marked, a **0’’ if not marked, and left blank if an invalid response (failure to respond or a
misresponse) was made to the item. The proportion of the total sample who marked each alter-
native of each item was computed. The proportion of the subjects within €ach of the breakouts
of the five categories who marked each alternative was also computed. That is, within the
command category, the proportion of subjects in Command 01, in Command 02, etc., who marked
each altemative was computed. For each survey item separately, a chi.square analysis was
made to test whether the groups within each category differed sign‘ificantly from each other
with respect to their responses to the alternatives of that particular item. The proportions of
the total sample responding to each altetnative were used as the basis of the expected frequen-
cies and the proportions within each category subgroup (e.g., Command 01, 02, etc.,) used as
the basis of the observed frequencies.

Analyses were carried out item by item to determine it significant differences existed

(a) between the 6 commands

(b) between regular and reserve officers

(c) between the 20 duty AFSC groups

(d) between the G officer grades

(e) between the 4 aeronautical rating groups

VI. RESULTS: SUMMARY OF ATTITUDE AND OPINION TRENDS
Percentages of subjects selecting each of the alternatives of the 62 items are reported

in the Appendix as are the categories within which there were differences statistically signifi-
cant at the .05 and .01 levels.
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Evaluation of the characteristics of the officer sample and the characteristics of the
total officer force indicates that this group is reasonably representative of the Air Force as
a whole. The careful sampling procedure designed to secure representative sampling of
commands, functions, and geographical areas supports an assumption that the attitudes and
opinions and knowledge of the OER system are also representative.

Statistically significant differences in response patterns were generally found for each of
the questionnaire items within each of the five broad officer classifications utilized. Although
these are of intrinsic interest, no attempt was made to determine the causes of such attitudinal
differences, It appears, however, that the grade factor may be a primary influence in producing
these differences. This is as might be anticipated, since officer grade is most highly representa-
tive of probable length of service in the Air Force and, therefore, opportunity to experience evalu-
ation problems may be closely related to grade. For more meaningful analyses, research personnel
grouped the items into eight areas.

General Experience of Officers With the Evaluation System (ltems 5, 7, 8, 12, 13, 39, 58, 60, 61)

Most officers in the sample have had five or more supervisors since entry to active duty
(Item 7). This number of separate performance evaluators has usually been attained by the
time the officer reaches thie grade of Major. A small percentage (8%) have had OERs rendered
on their performance by civilian supervisors (Item 39).

Less than half (41%) of the officers have received any training in officer effectiveness
evaluation (Item 5). Although the number of officers who have rating responsibility increases
with the grade of the officer (Item G1) there is apparently no increasing opportunity to receive
rater training (Table 2), Of the 1487 officers in this sample who had rating experience approxi-
mately one-third (34%) had rendered 30 or more OERSs on officers under their supervision (Item
61). This was directly related to grade of the rater—the higher the grade, the larger the per-
centage in the group who had rendered 30 or more performance ratings. Thus those officers
who tend to move into increasing levels of authority have had the opportunity quite consistently
to supervise and evaluate the performance of a considerable number of officers. Whether this
experience actually produces any greater capability to discriminate among levels of *‘true’
performance effectiveness is unknown.

Table 2. Percentage of Officers Receiving
Evaluation Training by Officer Grade

——
=

Percent
. Received Received
Grode N Training No Trairing
2nd Lt 220 38 62
Ist Lt 276 35 65
Captain 746 46 54
Major 567 38 62
Lt Colonel 352 40 60
Colonel 80 42 58
Total 2241 41 59

*? Significant at the .01 level.
Data from Questionnaire Item 5.
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Although razing officials are obligated by regulation to conduct performance counseling
(AFM 36-10), only 24 percent of the officer group reported that they had been formally and

-constructively counseled (Item 8),

One aspect of the administrative procedure is indorsement of the performance evaluation
by the commander or supervisor next in line of authority over the rater. Most officers in this
sample who have had a rating responsibility have not been indorsing officials (Item 58)., When
they have had this opportunity, they have tended to disagree with the original rating level as-
signed by the rater on at least one occasion? Every officer rated also has the opportunity of
requesting removal of evaluations which he feels are unfair or prejudicial. He must, of course,
initiate this request. Only four percent of officers in this sample have made such a request
although most were aware that the administrative procedure existed (Item 12), In this group
of applicants about 50 percent of those making application had their request granted (Item 13),

Familiarity With the Formaiized OER Procedures and Instructions and Estimation of
Their Adequacy (Items 1, 2, 19, 11, 56, 57)

Survey responses indicate that most officers are generally aware of the contents of
AF manual 36-10 and 23 percent are thoroughly familiar with it (Item 1). Only 18 percent might
be considered unaware of requirements (Table 3). It was anticipated that officers with greater
lengths of service would show greater familiarity and this was bome out in the survey results,
With the degree of familiarity noted among officers, it was of special interest to find that only
11 percent felt that the evaluation process was inadequately described (Item 2). While most
are aware of contents and are satisfied with explanation of methodology, this same lavel of
awareness does not exist for some of the specific policies. Somewhat over half of the officers
are aware of procedures for responding to *'referral’’ reports (63%, Item 10) or for requesting
that unfair or prejudicial OERs be voided (56%, Item 11). This lack of awareness is concen-
trated in groups with less service experience. However it suggests that awareness of contents
of the evaluative manual is frequently limited to knowledge of the subject area and not specific
procedures.

Preparation of evaluations by rating officials are apparently based most often on impres-
sions of "‘dadily performance and notes on exceptional performance’’ (Item 57). Guide lines
are provided for evaluation, but the actual basis for decision is unique to each rater, Impres-
sions of performance rather than systematic dataaccumulation appear to be the primary method
utilized by raters in arriving at an evaluative judgment. In making the actual rating, which
consists of several types of judgment, i.e., rating factors, overall performance, and a narrative
petformance, and a narrative performance description, 42 percent of the officers report they
proceed as follows: word picture first, rating factors, then overall performance (Item 56). The
next most used method follows the.pattern of rating factors, overall evaluation, ahd word
picture (29%). This methodology does not reveal, however, whether the evaluation is ap-
proached with a preconceived level of performance in mind prior to assessing the individual
against the standards implied on the rating form.

Attitudes Toward Rater Qualifications and Use of Resultant Evaluations Within the Air
Force (Items 3, 5, 6, 24)

Most officers in the Air Force have not received any training in performance evaluation
(Item 5), Partadoxically, while most of the sample group considered it important to have
training in evaluation (86%, Item 6), they almost universally reported they felt confident to

2In experience with actual OERs, only 4 to 5 percent of all “overall pecformance®’ ratings are not
concurred in by the indorsing official in any one rating period.
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Table 3. Familiarity With Air Force Manual 36-10, Officer:Effectiveness, Performance
and Training Report, By Grade

. Percontege
e Throughly Geonerally Veguely Know of Did Net Knew
Grede N Fomilior Aware Awore ~ Menvel it Existed
2nd Lt 220 05 47 28 14 06
Ist Lt 276 05 46 28 19 02
Captain 746 21 65 11 03 -
Major 567 28 63 08 01 --
Lt Col 352 38 61 01 - .-
Colonel 80 40 60 .- .- --
Total’ 2241 23 39 12 0S 01

”Si;niﬁcam ac the .01 level.
Daca from Questionnaire Item 1.

rate another officer (90%, Item 24) even though most had had no training. This confidence
level was closely associated with the experience level of the officer—a steady increase in
confidence with increase in grade level.

The predominant impression of USAF officers is that the most important use of the OER
involves promotion to the next higher grade (Item 3), The next most important use is somewhat
related to the same problem and is identified as retention in the Air Force. Regular officer
selection and assignment are believed to.be the third most important use. Other possible
altematives included selection for technical training, college training, and flying evaluation.
These were almost completely ignored in terms of possible vital uses of the effectiveness
reports.

Knowledge of Rating Levels (Items 9, 27, 37, 38, 53, 54)

A frequent question with regard to rating bias is whether rating levels assigned by com-
manders and supervisors could be influenced by what they conceive to be the average rating
level within the unit or within the Air Force. The extent to which officers have access to
rating information would, of course, determine whether this could occur.

OER summary data (rating trends, averages, etc.) of some type have been available to
42 percent of the officers at some time (Item 38), The use of this information in completing -
ratings is unknown. However, the opportunity has been most frequent among officers in the
higher grades where rating responsibilities are most likely to occur,

The use of an officer’s previous ratings as a reference in preparing ratings is not un-
common (Item 53), About one-third (36%) have had such access on at ieast one occasion, Of
those who have had access to previous ratings only 23 percent report that they were useful
in preparing the current rating (Item 54),°

3 The intent of the rating process is that performance evaluation be accomplished independently of
standards other than comparisen to officers in the same grade, The use of such rating references as
past rating files does not appear to be consistent with unbiased individualistic satings.
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Access of the officer to his OER file varies within commands. In some organizations
the file exists at local level, while at others the officer must visit command headquarters.
The Air Force has a *'no-show’’ policy in which the OER is not to be shown to the officer
being rated—access occurs at a later point in the administrative cycle. Despité the *'no
show’’ policy a minimum of 15 percent of the officers are being informed as to the level of
their evaluation (Item 9). Only 30 percent have not seen their ratings; the remainder have
either examined their file officially or unofficially observed their ratings. The random en-
forcement and effectiveness of the no-show policy is evident.

At the same time we find that 29 percent have some personal knowledge of average
“overall performance’’ levels being assigned to officers of their grade (Item 37). This ratio
of the group with personal knowledge increases with grade of the officer. Rather large differ-
ences were noted among the commands on this variable. This may result from intemal policies
and the intensity of interest in rating trends.

Along with rating trends, summary data, and personal files of officers, comments by
officers had suggested that ‘‘reference files’’ of OERs might exist on some bases to provide
suggested ratings or descriptive statements. A questionnaire item on this subject indicated
that 29 percent are aware of the existence of such files (Item 27). The nature of these files
and their use is unknown, but it suggests that a wide variety of methods are utilized by raters
to arrive at a decision regarding a level of evaluation.

Officer Estimation of Evaluation Levels for Their Grade Within the Air Force and Their
Command of Membership (Items 45, 46)

A most frequent question posed by officers relates to the level of their own evaluations
in comparison with officers of the same grade. This is a realistic concem as they will be
most likely compared for promotion and assignment on this basis. Officers indicated where
they felt the average ‘*overall performance’’ rating of their grade fell in terms of a numerical
scale equated to the descriptive performance levels in Section V of the OER form. There is a
considerable range of opinions indicating that degrees of optimism and pessimism still exist.
The '‘guessed’’ levels of these officers is indicated in Table 4 (Item 45). Generally speaking

Table 4. Percentage of Officers Estimating Average Overall
Performance Levels Within Their Own Grades

Percentages

. 3.0- 4.0- 5.0- 6.0- 7.0. 8.0-

Grode N 3.9 4.9 5.9 6.9 7.9 8.9
2nd Lt 220 01 20 39 30 10 --
Ist Lt 276 .- 08 44 38 09 01
Capt 746 -- 02 16 50 30 02
Major 567 -- - 16 50 32 02
Lt Col 352 -- -~ 07 32 55 06
Colonel 80 -- -- -- 14 63 23

**Significant at the .01 level,
Data from Questionnaire ltem 45.
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the modal response for each grade fell in the interval where the actual USAF rating average
existed. As noted in actual rating trends, the higher the grade of the officer, the higher the
estimated rating level.

Using another dimension, average rating level within the officer’s command, a new
relationship is noted (Item 46), With one exception officers more frequently feel the rating
level for their grade within their command is higher than for the Air Force as a whole. The
exception is for officers in the grade of colonel. We have the somewhat impossible, but not
unusual, situation of officers generally feeling that in their command the rating level is above
that for the Air Force as a whole. Under each circumstance, however, it is evident that a
wide variety of opinion exists with regard to the actual ratings assigned.

Factors Which Officers Believe Are or Could Be Influences in Performance Evaluation
(Items 6, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 32, 33, 42, 47, 48, 49, 50, 52)

Several general areas of attitudes were developed under this group of questions. These
considered the rater, actual concepts of evaluation, and aspects of attitude toward the current
system.

Rater training prior to assuming a rating responsibility is recommended by 86 percent of
the officers sampled (Item G), but with regard to actual ratings most officers (72%) feel their
judgement of ‘true etfectiveness’’ becomes more accurate with increased experience (Item 50),
A majority indicated that it would be of value-in making decisions if they had available for
reference Air Force-wide rating trend data for the previous year (Item 52).

Performance levels assigned by raters are, of course, the result of thé interaction of
many influences. Officers most frequently think that low performance ratings are caused
by *'poor job performance in relation to fellow officers’” (46%, Item 49) or by ‘‘personality
differences between ‘réter and ratee’’ (41%). Concem for rating level is shown in responses
to two related questions. Nearly two-thirds (61%) indicated they felt that one low rating would
*“*unduly’’ influence a selection board in terms of promotion consideration (Item 33), At the
same time, 81 percent indicated by their responses that a *'level”’ of effectiveness is required

for promotion (Item 32).4

Attitudes towards evaluation policies and procedures were also considered. The officer’s
concern with a check on capricious raters’is somewhat evident in his attitude toward use of an
indorser. However, while 33 percent of the group felt an indorser should be used regardless
of the situation, 64 percent wished to retain him only if he was directly familiar with the per-
formance of the officer being evaluated (Item 18),

With regard to frequency of ratings being made, 75 percent of the officers would prefer
to be rated regularly rather than only when performance was outstanding or marginal (Item 42),

Somewhat over half (58%) are unfavorable toward a policy of dividing officers into only
three categories (Unsatisfactory, Satisfactory, or Outstanding as employed in the civil service
system, Item 19); nor would 88 percent approve of any system which allotted the number of
ratings to be assigned at any given level to a command on the basis of the relative officer
strength in that command—in effect a forced normalization of ratings (Item 47),

In the actual rating process the narrative description of performance is viewed as
generally important, but many officers feel revision in the procedure is required to make it
serve its purpose (31%, Item 48).

4 This latter attitude is contrary to actual fact—promotion selections are made within a group of
eligibles by a board of officers. No predetermined level of selection exists.

?
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One of the most frequently reported concems of officers with the evaluation system,
beyond the problem of rating level and promotion, is that of the **no show’’ policy which
restricts the rating officer from reviewing the rating with the officer at the time of rating.
Somewhat over half of the officers in the sample (56%) indicate that the policy had no effect,
with 39 percent responding that lower evaluations resulted (Item 17), At the same time they

are predominantly opposed to the policy (78%, Item 16). The higher the grade of the officer
the more favorably inclined he is to this policy.®

Several possible *‘ideal’’ rating methods were suggested and officers were asked to
indicate what they considered as the most appropriate. These included self-ratings, joint
ratings, committee approaches, and supervisors., Sixty-five percent of the officers preferred
the commander or supervisor to make this rating, with some slight preference for the system
which provided the commander with rating trend data to guide him in his judgment (Item 23),
(Rating trend data are routinely produced by the Personnel Research Laboratory provided on
a monthly and accumulative basis to major commands, and in an annual summary with detailed
comparisons among categories of-officers to Hq USAF). In each aspect they dre proposing
merely a continuation of the present system with an extended basis for evaluative decisions.
Regardless of the rating method, 40 percent of the sample tended to feel that the most valid
measure of their performance effectiveness was an '‘average of the overall performance ratings
received in the last five years’’ (Item 21).* An average in current grade was selected more
often by officers in the lower ranks whose period of service was in many instances much less
than five years.

What Effect Should Group Differences Have Upon Evaluation Levels Assigned (Items 20,
26, 30, 35, 36, 41)

Analysis of OER rating trends reveals many relationships that suggest different groups
of officers are evaluated differently. When many of the associated influences and factors are
considered, these group differences appear to be logically generated and thus not the result
of systematic biases. Group attitudes, however, reflect rating concepts not realized in
practice. Almost all officers in the sample believe no differences in rating level should occur
for groups because of regular/reserve status (Item 30), aeronautical rating (Item 41), and grade
(Items 35, 36), for example. Yet a systematic difference in average rating level is noted by
grade, i.e., the higher the grade the higher the average rating level. This may be a function
of actual performance, but each officer is being compared only to others of the same grade.
Theoretically at least, and concurred in by about two-thitds (67%) of the officers, second lieu-
tenants should on the average have an OER as high as colonels; this does not occur (Item 36).
At the same time officers (65%) disagree that comparison within grade on an Air Force-wide
basis results in fair evaluations (Item 20). If a change occurs, they would prefer that com-
parisons be made within grade and within each career field separately (43% of the total sample,
Item 26), Thirty-one percent prefer the system to remain the same as is now employed.

® Actual studies of rating trends reveal patterns which suggest that there has in fact been no
influence in rating levels attributable to the no=show policy. The basic lack of influence may in part
be related to what was shown earlier, i.e., a significant proportion of officers had viewed or were aware
of their evaluation levels despite the restriction on showing these—such awareness was not made through
official access.

® This attitude is quite interesting when related to actual studies of promotion and performance pre-

diction. The five year OER mean has proved to be among the best predictors of personnel decisions
and future performance.
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Fig. 1. Opinion as to qualification of most recent rater. (Item 29)
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Fig. 2. Satisfaction with evaluation program. (Item 15) i
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Fig. 3. Feeling about correctness of performance evaluations. (ltem 14)
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Attitudes Towards Effectiveness of the Evaluation Program and Qualifications of Officers
Responsible for Making Evaluations (Items 14, 15, 25, 28, 29, 40, 43)

It has been stated that a workable evaluation system must have the important criterion of
user acceptance. Analysis of officer attitudes was directed to acceptability in terms of rater
qualifications, satisfaction with ratings, and the general evaluation system.

Attitudes within the sample indicate that rater qualificaticn is not a general problem to
officers being rated. Only about 7 percent fele that their raters were not highly or fairly well
qualifiéd to evaluate their performance (Figure 1, Item 29), Only 2 percent felt that an abso-
lute *'unqualified”’ condition existed. In a related sense 75 percent of the respondents con-
sidered their raters were thoroughly familiar with the duties performed, 19 percent considered
them partially familiar, and the remaining G percent felt there was a lesser degree of familiarity
with their duty field (Item 28), Some concem has existed with regard to ratings of military
personnel by civilian supervisors. Only 8 percent of this sample had been so evaluated at
any time in their service (Item 43), Of these, well over half were satisfied with the evaluation
received. This tendency to be satisfied decreases slightly with an increase in officer grade.

In terms of evaluation programs utilized by industry most officers (65%) claim no knowl-
edge of the industrial systems (Item 40). The remaining 35 percent are about eqiially divided
between favoring industrial systems and the Air Force method.

One purpose of this survey was to obtain an estimate of satisfaction with the evaluation
system. Responses ro a general question of satisfaction with the evaluation system produced
the response pattem noted in Figure 2, The trend is toward satisfaction with the system or
no opinion in either direccion (Item 15). However, when asked to comment on the extent to
which ratings received have been reflective of true petformance levels, the response pattem
shown in Figure 3 resulted. The predominant reaction is that ratings received are typical of
the true performance of the officer from his own point of view. Only 17 percent feel that inac-
curate performance evaluations have been received from raters (Item 14), Another item explored
the extent to which the evaluation system identifies true performance without any personal
connotation (Item 25), Less confidence is shown here. Forty-two percent felt that true per-
formance may or may not be identified; however only 19 percent indicated they considered that
true performance would frequently or consistently fail to be identified. The paradox is that
while most of the raters have confidence in the system from the standpoint of personal ratings
received in the past (Item 14), they are somewhat apprehensive of the possibility that this
might not always be true in the future. This concern may be typical of any rating system.

VII. SUMMARY

More than 2,200 Air Force officers from 38 bases in 6 commands were intensively sur-
veyed as to their knowledge, attitudes, and opinions about the officer evaluation system. In
many areas, significant differences were found between commands, grades, duties, regular/
reserve officers, and flying status groups when reactions of these groups were compared to
reactions of the total sample. Analysis of the attitudes revealed by the survey indicated that
although- the majority of officers are satisfied to some extent with procedures now utilized 1n
the evaluation system and the performance ratings they have received, a substantial number
seemed to be in favor of a number of changes. By and large, this trend is related to grade—the
higher the grade the greater the satisfaction with the status quo.
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APPENDIX

Attitudes, Opinions, and Knowledge About the Officer Evaluation System Determined
by Questiofnaire Survey Items

OER OVERALL EVALUATION CODES

Code Field Grades®
9 Absolutely Superior
8 Outstanding
7 Excellent
6 Effectiveness Well Above. . .
5 Effective, Competent Upper
4 Effective, Competent Lower
3 Slightly Below Average
2 Below Average
1 Marginal
0 Unsatisfactory

Company Grades**

Outstanding

Exceptionally Fine

Very Fine Upper

Very Fine Lower

Effective, Competent Upper
Effective, Competent Middle
Effective, Competent Lower
Below Average

Marginal

Unsatisfactory

* AF Fom 707 for Field Grade Officers effective 1 Nov 60.

** AF Form 77 (New Formm) effective 1 Sep 62 for Company Grade Officets.
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Item 1. AP Mdnual ‘36-10, Offfcer Effectiveness and Training Reports, is the basic guide for
- all officer evnltatlono. Which of the following best describes your knowledge of

‘this manual?

B. Generally awares of contents,

Thoroughly familiar with all aspects,

- C, Only vaguely aware of contents,

D. Know of the manual, but not the contents,

B. Did not know it existed.

Percentages of

Ofticers Selecting Alternstives

. N A ] C D B
Command**
01 204 20 59 12 07 02
02 k121 18 LY 13 10 02
03 265 23 s7 15 ol 01
04 179 40 s1 08 0 -
03 820 19 65 12 o 01
06 201 29 sS4 13 03 01
Total 2060 22 60 12 0s o
‘Regular/Reserve*+
Regular 1320 27 61 09 03 -
Reserve 921 17 S8 16 07 02
Total 2241 23 59 12 0s ()1
Duty Oroupt*
Pilots & Flight Test 450 22 63 11 o4 -
Operations 122 26 65 08 1) -
Navigator~Observer 234 1 $1 26 11 01
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 19 68 10 02 0l
Intelligence 36 k)| 53 08 05 03
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 18 64 09 09 -
Communication~Electronics & Armament 99 W 73 01 02 -
Missiles 24 21 67 12 - -
Afrcratt Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 21 63 09 08 01
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.k Logistice 119 20 (- % - 02
Financial & Statistical 89 19 64 14 02 01
Adnin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 30 57 10 03 -
Education & Training 120 42 52 0s 01 -
Air Police & Special Investigatione 22 09 64 09 14 o4
Research & Development 288 18 S4 16 11 01
Commander & Director Specialties 69 50 50 - - -
Procurement Management 62 18 51 13 10 08
Legal 19 - 63 37 - -
Chaplain 16 25 56 13 06 -
Safety 6 - S0 33 17 -

Total 2240 23 59 12 05 01

Grade **

N 2d Lieutenant 220 05 W7 28 14 068
1st Lieutenant 276 05 46 28 19 02
Captain Ju46 21 65 11 03 -
Major 567 28 63 08 01 -
Lt Colonel 352 38 61 0 - -
Colonel 80 40 60 - - -

Total 21 23 59 12 05 01

Flying Status **
Not Rated 779 19 s7 15 07 02
Observer-Navigator 372 21 52 19 07 01
Pilots 949 26 64 08 02 -
Suspended 150 25 66 06 03 -
Total 2241 23 59 12 05 o1

* Significant at the ,05 Lavel,
** Signiticant at or beyond the .01 lavel,
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Item 2, Prom your study and use of APM 36-10 and tha corresponding officer effectivencss
reports (AP Form 77 and Form 707), do you feel the evaluation procedurs is
adequately described?

A, Yes
B, No

C. Did not know of or study the manuzl and cannot comment,

Percentages of Offficers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B [
Command**
0 204 73 11 16
02 391 71 10 19
03 265 77 11 12
04 179 81 14 05
05 820 78 11 11 v
06 201 83 07 10
Total 2060 77 1n 12
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 82 10 08
Reserve 921 70 12 18
Total 2211 77 11 12
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 81 12 07
Operations 123 83 13 o4
Navigator-Observer 234 63 11 26
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 88 06 06
Intelligence 36 81 08 11
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 91 - 0%
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 82 15 03
Missiles 24 88 - 12
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 78 12 10
.v» Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 81 08 11
' Financial & Statistical 8% 76 13 11
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 81 12 07
Education & Training 120 82 13 05
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 68 05 27
Research & Development 288 67 10 23
Commander & Director Specialties 69 93 07 -
Procurement Management 62 66 08 26
Legal 19 67 17 16
Chaplain 16 61 13 20
Safety 6 67 - 33

Total 2240 77 11 12

Grade *#
23 Lieutenant 220 56 09 35
1st Lieutenant 276 53 09 38
Captain 746 82 11 07
Ma jor 567 82 12 06
Lt Colonel 352 89 10 01
Colonel 80 9L 06 -
Total 221 77 11 12
Flying Status+*
Not Rated 770 73 09 18
Observer-Navigator 372 71 10 19 o —
Pilots 949 82 12 06
Suspended 150 8h 10 06
Total 2241 77 11 12
4

* S{gnificant at the .05 Level, .

»* Significant at or beyond the ,01 Level, .
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Item 3, What ere your impressions of the uses USAF makes of officer evaluations contained
on Forme 77 or 7077 (Select the two that you consider the most {mportant)
A, Assignment
B, Selection for technical training
C. Selection for College traiuing
D, Promotion
E., Regular officer selection
F, Retention
G, Flying evaluation
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D E F [¢]
Command
01 204 18 01 01 48 10 22 -
02 391 15 02 02 50 s 17 -
03 265 12 - 01 49 18 20 -
04 179 20 01 - 48 11 20 -
05 820 13 01 - 49 19 18 -
06 201 16 - - 49 13 22
Total 2060 14 01 01 49 16 19
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 17 0 01 49 1 17 01
Reserve 921 13 01 01 us 17 20 -
Total 2241 15 01 01 49 15 18 01
Duty Group
Pilots & Flight Test 450 11 01 - 49 19 20 -
Operations 123 18 02 - u7 12 20 01
Navigator-Observer 234 12 01 - 50 19 18 -
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 11 02 02 48 17 19 0
Intelligence 36 12 01 03 48 12 25 -
Photography, Weather . Cartography 11 - 05 - 52 0s 38 -
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 16 - 01 49 16 17 01
Missiles b 23 - - 50 12 15 -
Aireraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 13 - 01 49 13 24 -
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Loglstics 119 16 01 01 L7 14 20 01
Financial & Statistical 89 20 03 0l 49 11 16 -
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 20 01 01 49 13 16 -
Education & Training 120 20 01 01 48 12 18 -
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 L 02 - 48 18 18 -
Research & Davelopment 288 16 01 02 50 15 16 -
Commander & Director Specialties 69 21 - - 49 1n 19 -
Procurement Management 62 16 02 03 50 08 21 -
Legal 19 23 - - 51 12 14 -
Chaplain 16 13 - - 50 3 06 -
Safety 6 08 - - 50 25 17 -

Total 2240 15 ) 01 49 15 18 01

Grade
2d Lieutenant 220 14 01 02 47 20 16 -
1st Lieutenant 276 09 - 01 L9 23 18 -
Captain 746 15 02 01 49 15 18 -
Ma jor 567 15 01 01 49 13 21 -
Lt Colonel 352 19 01 - L9 13 18 -
Colonel 80 22 - - 50 08 20 -
Total 2241 15 01 01 49 15 18 0
Flying Status
Not Rated 770 17 01 02 48 15 17 -
Observer-Ravigator 372 13 01 - 50 18 17 01
Pilots 949 U 01 01 49 15 20 -
Suspended 150 19 02 0 48 10 20 -
Total 2241 15 01 0 49 15 18 01
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Item 4, From your discussions with other USAF officers, how would you describe the general
attitude regarding appropriateness of the present OER forms?

A. Most officers sgree that the current forms are the best the Air Force has ever
developed,

B, Most contend that the current forms are no better than those used previously,

C. Most officers agree that the current forms are less satisfactory than previous
rating forms,

D. Have not digcussed the matter and am not aware what the general attitude way be,

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

R A B C D
Command**
01 204 28 47 01 24
02 391 17 4s 03 35
03 265 28 51 03 18
ok 179 30 47 02 21
05 820 26 53 03 18
06 201 26 45 03 26
Total 2060 25 49 03 23
Regular/Reserve *x
Regular 1320 28 50 01 21
Reserve 921 21 48 03 28
Total 2241 25 49 02 24
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 24 5s 03 18
Operations 123 3 52 01 16
Navigator-Observer 234 17 56 o4 23
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 31 38 03 28
Intelligence 36 17 53 - 30
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 18 46 - 36
Communication~Electronics & Armament 99 32 4s 02 21
Missiles 24 46 37 - 17
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 25 52 0 22
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 21 45 03 k)|
Financial & Statistical 89 26 38 02 k!
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 27 52 0l 20
Education & Training 120 30 L8 01 Ml
Air Police & Special Inveetigations 22 09 S0 05 36
Research & Development 288 20 46 01 a3
Commander & Director Specialties 69 46 42 - 12
Procurement Management 62 16 43 03 38
Legal 19 21 37 0s 37
Chaplain 16 25 31 06 38
Safety 6 17 33 - 50

Total 2240 25 49 02 24

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 15 37 03 45
1st Lieutenant 276 15 47 03 3s
Captain 46 25 50 03 22
Major 567 26 52 02 20
Lt Colonel 352 32 53 01 14
Colonel 890 4a 38 - 18
Total 21 25 49 02 24
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 23 42 02 3
Observer-Navigator 372 23 53 03 2)
Pilots 949 27 53 02 18
Suspended 150 30 S0 02 18

Total 2241 25 49 02 24

* Significant at the ,05 Level,
** Signif{cant at or beyond the ,01 Level,
17
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Item 5, Have you ever received training of any type in techniques of officer effectiveness
evaluations?
A, Yes$
B, No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command **
01 2 34 66
02 391 37 63
02 265 43 57
0u: 179 58 42
05 820 39 61
6 201 37 63
Total 2060 40 60
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 45 55
Reserve 921 35 65
Total 2241 41 59
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 450 43 57
Operations 123 33 67
Navigator-Observer 234 39 61
Weapons % Missile Operations 123 42 58
Intelligence 36 39 61
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 27 73
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 52 48
Missiles 24 46 54
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 36 64
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 29 n
Financial & Statistical 89 38 62
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 50 50
Education & Training 120 57 43
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 23 77
Research & Development 288 34 66
Commander & Director Specialties 69 54 46
Procurement Management 62 31 69
Legal 19 05 95
Chaplain 16 38 62
Safety 6 83 17

Total 2240 41 59

Grada **
2d Liecutenant 220 38 62
1st Lieutenant 276 35 65
Captain 746 46 sS4
ia jor 567 38 62
Lt Colonel 352 40 60
Colonel 80 L2 58
Total 2241 U} 59
Flying Status*
dNot Rated 770 37 63
Ohserver-Navigator 372 Ls S5
Pilots 9k9 42 58
Suspended 150 42 58
Total 224) 4 59
* Sivnificant at the ,05 Level,
*4 Rienificant at or beyond the .01 Level,
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Item 6. Do you feel that special training in officer evaluation techniquas (short course in
fundamentals of rating influences) should be required of officers who have never
had a rating responsibility? -
A, No
B. Yes 3
H
Yo
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A )
Command ** )
01 204 10 90
02 391 19 81
03 265 09 91
04 179 14 86
05 820 10 90
06 201 22 78 .
Total 2060 13 87 i
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 14 86 ’
Reserve 921 13 87
Total 2241 14 86
Duty Group**
Pilets & Flight Test K50 09 91
Operations 123 12 88
Navigator-Observer 234 11 89
Weapons & Miassile Operations 123 15 85
Intelligence 3o 17 83
Phctography, Weather & Cartography 11 18 82
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 13 87
Missiles W 12 88
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 22 78
Trnsp, Supply,,.Fuels.& Logistice 119 16 84
Financial & Statistical 89 08 92
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 17 83
Education & Training 120 15 8S
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 09 91
Research & Development 288 20 80
Comnander & Director Specialties 69 10 90
Procurement Management 62 08 92
Legal 19 05 95
Chaplain 16 06 94
Safety 0] 17 83
Total 2240 14 86
Grade
2d Lieutenant 220 15 85 )
1st Licutenant 276 13 87
Captain 46 12 88
Ma jor 567 13 87
Lt Colonel 352 15 85
Colonel 80 20 80
Total 2241 14 86
Flying Status*
Not Rated 770 15 85
Obsgrver-Navigator 372 n 89
Pilots 949 12 88
Suspended 150 21 79 t
Total 24 14 86
* Significant at the ,05 Level, )
** Significant at or beyond the .01 Level, ‘
{
.
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Item 7, How many different asupervisors or ccmmanders have rendered OERs ox-.you since
1 January 19547

A, Five or more

B, Four
C, Three
D, Two
E. One
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D B
Command **
01 204 63 o4 04 12 17
02 391 64 05 05 09 17
03 265 64 05 06 12 13
oy 179 93 05 01 - 01
05 8§20 73 07 07 06 07
6 201 71 05 03 13 08
Total 2060 n 06 05 08 10
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 86 05 o4 03 02
Reserve 921 54 06 06 14 20
Total 2241 73 05 05 08 09
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 84 05 o4 o4 03
Operations 123 94 o4 02 - -
Navigator-Observer 234 L9 12 16 12 11
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 80 02 02 06 10
Intelligence 36 69 03 06 08 14
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 73 18 09 - -
Communicat lon-Electronics & Armament 99 77 02 05 07 09
Missiles 24 92 - o4 o4 -
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 80 0 02 05 12
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 71 06 02 10 11
Financial & Statistical 89 67 06 01 12 14
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpowar Mgt,

& Information 210 60 0S 02 17 16
Education & Tralning 120 90 06 02 - 02
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 59 - 09 09 23
Research & Development 288 61 05 06 09 19
Commander & Dircctor Speclslties 69 97 03 - - -
Procurement Manhagement 62 63 05 03 14 15
Legal 19 37 10 11 26 16
Chaplain 16 67 - 07 13 13
Safety 6 100 - - - -

Total 2240 73 05 05 08 09

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 - - o4 28 68
1st Lieutenant 276 09 14 21 35 21
Captain 746 89 05 o4 01 01
Major 567 9 oL 0l 01 -
Lt Colonel 352 9 05 01 - -
Colonel 80 93 05 02 - -
Total 224) 73 05 05 08 09
Flying Statusg **
Not Rated 770 53 o4 05 16 22
Observer-Navigator 372 65 10 1n 07 07
Pilots 949 89 05 03 02 01
Suspended 150 92 02 - 03 03
Total 2211 73 cs 05 08 09

+ Significant at the .05 level.
“+ Sipnificant at or beyond the .OL level.
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Item 8., Under the current officer evaluation program periodic performance counseling by the rating
official is required, Which of the following stavements typifies the counseling you have
received? ’

A, Vas not made aware that I was being officially counseled; any counseling I received
may or may not have been in accordance with such a requirement.

B, Was made officially aware of the requirement but was not counseled,

C. Was made officially awvare of the requirement but only token counseling was given,

D, Was made officially aware of the requirement and was formally counseled but felt
that the counseling was non-constructive in nature,

E, Was made officially aware of the requirement and was formally and constructively

counseled,
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B c D E
Command **
01 204 41 10 18 10 21
02 391 39 09 2] 05 26
03 265 34 09 24 07 26
04 179 22 13 30 07 28
05 820 37 14 19 06 24
06 201 26 14 26 06 28
Total 2060 35 12 21 07 25
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 36 13 23 06 22
Reserve 21 33 i 21 08 28
Total 2241 35 12 22 07 24
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 36 15 23 06 20
Operations 123 33 17 21 08 2]
Navigator-Observer 234 2L 4 24 07 31
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 32 10 14 07 37
Intelligence 36 25 06 3 08 30
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 27 09 46 09 09
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 33 13 26 09 19
Missiles 24 42 21 17 oL 16
Alrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 45 1 18 08 18
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Loglatics 119 41 09 24 0s 21
Financial & Statistical 89 31 0¢ 2¢ 08 27
Admin Svecs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Informat ion 210 35 09 19 07 30
Education & Training 120 21 13 29 08 29
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 36 14 23 ou 23
Research & Development 288 36 11 22 06 25
Commander & Director Specialties 69 61 10 16 02 11
Procurement Management 62 47 03 16 07 27
Legal 19 29 18 29 06 18
Chaplain 16 40 07 13 07 33
Safety 6 17 - 66 - 17

Total 2240 35 12 22 07 24

Grade **
2d Licutenant 220 22 06 17 10 45
lst Licutenant 276 22 05 23 12 38
Captain 746 34 14 24 05 23
Major 567 38 14 24 05 19
Lt Colonel 352 4y 13 22 06 15
Colonel 80 64 07 15 01 13
Total 2241 35 12 22 07 24
Flying Status**
Not Rated 770 32 09 21 07 31
Observer-Navigator 372 28 | 24 07 27
P{lots 949 38 13 23 07 19
Suspended 150 43 13 21 ou 19
Total 2241 35 12 22 07 24
¥ Significant at the .05 Level.
“# Significant at or bLeyond the .0l Level.
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Item 9, Have you seen the latest OFR completed on you since September 627

Yes--at otlier than command headquarters,
Yes-~reviewed at command headquarters.

No--but was aware of the level of that evaluation,
No--and am not aware of the level of that evaluation,
Have not received a rating since September 62.

mo 0= >
.

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D E
Command **
01 204 3 18 15 28 01
02 39 3] 19 13 26 (4]
03 265 12 18 19 50 01
o4 179 22 30 14 34 -
05 820 51 14 15 20 -
06 201 22 23 18 6 o1
Total 2060 38 18 15 29 -
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 36 22 14 2K -
Reserve 921 35 14 17 33 01
Total 2241 36 19 15 30 -
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 450 41 14 19 25 0]
Operations 123 3 31 17 21 -
Navigator-Observer 234 37 14 15 3 -
Weapons & Miss!le Operations 123 L6 1 14 29 -
Intelligence 36 28 19 25 28 -
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 09 27 1% L6 -
Comaunication-Electronics & Armament 99 40 12 18 30 -
Missiles pL0 38 33 - 29 -
Alreraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 32 23 13 30 02
Trnsp, Supply, Fuals & Logistics 119 33 17 09 39 02
Financial & Statistical 89 20 350 19 31 -
Aduin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 37 23 14 26 -
Educatlion & Training 120 15 3u 13 37 01
Alr Police & Special Investigationas 22 27 14 27 23 05
Research & Development 288 39 14 15 32 -
Comnander & Director Specialties 69 38 25 12 25 -
Procurement Management 62 39 19 1 31 -
Legal 19 37 16 10 37 -
Chaplaln 16 13 07 27 53 -
Safety 6 33 17 33 17 -

Total 2240 36 19 15 30 -

Grade **
2d Licutenant 220 3 10 19 37 -
1st Lieutenant 276 37 10 20 33 -
Captain 746 33 21 17 28 01
Major 567 37 19 13 30 01
Lt Colonel 352 L0 24 11 25 -
Colonel 80 32 29 1 28 -

Total 2241 36 19 15 30 -
Not Rated 770 33 18 16 32 01
Obsurver-Navigator 372 38 18 13 a -
Pilots 949 37 19 16 27 01
Suspended 150 3h 21 13 31 o1

Tutal 2241 36 19 15 30 -

* Sicafricant at the .05 Level.
e g lfecant £1 or beyond the 0Ll level.
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Item 10. Are you familiar with the procedures through which the officer who receives a

"referral” effectiveness report may respond to this rating

A, No
B Yes
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command **
0l 204 41 59
02 N 51 49
03 265 3y 66
o4 179 26 n
05 820 3u 66
06 201 30 70
Total 2060 37 63
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 31 69
Reserve 921 45 55
Total 2241 37 63
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 450 w66
Operations 123 31 69
Navigator-Observer 234 53 L7
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 30 70
Intelligence 36 42 58
Photography, WeatheT & Cartography 11 36 6l
Communicat ion-Electronice & Armament 99 28 72
Missiles 24 25 75
Atrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

% Civil Engineering 120 2u 76
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 36 6u
Financisl & Statistical 89 35 65
Admin Svca, Personnel, Manpowsr Mgt,

& Information 210 27 73
Education & Training 120 26 74
Alr Police & Special Investigations 22 23 77
Research & Development 288 58 b2
Commander & Director Specialties 69 o4 96
Procurement Management 62 55 us
Legal 19 21 79
Chaplain 16 53 u7
Safety 6 33 67

Total 2240 37 63

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 73 27
1st Lieutenant 276 67 33
Captain 746 35 65
Major 567 27 73
Lt Colonel , 352 15 85
Colonel 80 12 88
Total 2241 37 63
Flying Status*#
Not Rated 770 4s 55
Observer-Navigator 372 42 58
Pilota oUg 30 70
Suspended 150 25 15
Total 2241 37 63

* Slgnificant at the .05 Level.
*« Significant at or beyond the 0L level.
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Item 11, Are you familiar with the procedure for requesting that an unfair or prejudicial CER
be voided and removed from your record file?

A, Yes
B, No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command ** -
o1 204 51 49
02 3% u7 53
03 248 55 45
04 179 7 29
05 820 57 43
201 62 38
Totsl 2060 56 A
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 59 41
Reserve 921 50 50
Total 2241 56 uy
Duty Group™*
P{lots & Flight Test 450 53 L7
Operations 123 63 37
Navigator-Observer 3 40 60
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 59 41
Intelligence k)] 42 58
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 us 55
Coxmunicat{on-Electronics & Armanent 99 59 L1
Misgliles p1 S8 42
AlrcraZt Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 64 36
Trasp, Supply, Fuels.& Loglstics 119 55 us
Financial & Statiastical 89 49 51
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 74 26
Education & Training 120 72 28
Alr Police & Special Investigatione 22 73 27
Regearch & Development 288 39 61
Communder & Jlrector Specialties 69 88 12
Procurement Management 62 L7 53
Legal 19 21 79
Chaplain 16 40 60
Safety 6 50 50

Total 2240 56 uy

Grade *+
2d Lleutenant 220 20 71
1st Lieutenant 276 "1 69
Captain 6 53 L7
Major 567 65 35
Lt Colonel 352 =77 23
Colonel 80 78 22
Total 224 56 Ly
Flying Status **
Yat Rated 77¢ 51 L9
Observer-Navigator 372 50 50
Pilots 949 60 40
Suspended 150 69 31
Total 2241 56 Lo
“ Sientficant at the 05 level.
“¢ Siynificant at or teyond the .01 Level.
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ftem 12, Have you ever requested than an untair or prejudicial OER prepared on you be voided? .

A, Yes

B, No, but was aware OERs could be voided,

C. No, was not aware OERs could be voided.

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A 3 c
Command**
01 a0k 05 79 16
02 k] )} oy 75 21
03 243 06 81 13
i1} 179 ok 92 04
05 820 o4 87 09
06 201 o4 91 05
Total 2060 o4 84 12
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 0s 87 08
Reserve 921 03 80 17
Total 2241 oL 84 12
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 02 90 08
Operations 123 06 90 o4
Navigator-Observer 234 01 83 16
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 o4 88 08
Intelligence 36 06 75 19
Photography, Weather &k Cartography 11 - 9 09
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 06 88 06
Misailes 24 - 96 o4
Aiceralt Maint, Motor Vehicls Maint,

% Civil Engineering 120 06 81 13
Trnep, Supply, Fuels.& Loglistice 119 o4 85 1
Financial & Statistical 89 02 84 14
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 07 85 08
Education & Training 120 07 88 05
Alr Police & Special Investigations 22 09 77 14
Research & Davelopment 288 02 73 25
Commander & Director Specialties 69 17 83 -
Procurement Management 62 07 77 16
Legal . 19 - 95 05
Chaplain 16 06 88 0§
Safety [} - 100 -

Total 2240 ol 84 12

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 01 6l 35
1st Lieutenant 276 01 76 23
Captain 46 02 89 09
Major 567 06 87 07
Lt Colonel 352 09 88 03
Colonel 80 13 86 01
Total 2241 04 84 12
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 05 78 17
Observer-Navigator 372 03 84 13
Pllots 949 05 88 07
Suspendad 150 05 89 06

Total 241 o4 84 12

* Significant at the .05 Level.
** Significant at or beyond the .0l Level.
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em 13, Have you ever had an OER voided as a result of requesting such action?
A, Yes

B, No, 1 requested voiding but it was denied.

—p —
Lo

C, Not applicable, tave never requested such action.

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

noaih ki

N A B C
Command
01 204 03 03 94 .
02 391 02z 01 97 d
[1X] 265 02 03 95 E
04 179 03 02 95 3
05 820 02 02 96 i
06 201 02 02 96 '
Total 2260 02 02 96 H
Rerular/Resecrve * i
“Regular = 1320 03 02 95 !
Reserve 921 01 02 57 2 i
Total 2241 02 02 96 ’ !
Duty Group**
Piiots & Flight Test 450 01 01 98 -
Operations 123 03 03 94
Navirator-QObserver 234 01 - 99
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 01 02 97
Tntelligence 36 03 03 94
Photopraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 - - 160
Cusunication-Electronics & Armament 99 03 03 94
Missiles 24 - - 100
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
x Civil Engineering 120 01 05 94
Trusp, Supply, Fuals & Lugistics 119 03 02 95
Finuncial & Statistical 89 02 - 98
Ad in Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
% Information 210 04 02 4
Fducation & Training 120 03 (v 63
Air Folice & Special Investigations 22 95 04 91
Research & Development 288 or 01 98
Cornander & Director Specialties 69 06 11 53
Procurement Management 62 05 02 93
Les al 19 - - 100
Chaplain 16 06 - oy
Safety -6 - - 100
Total 2240 02 02 96 .
1
Grade** )
23 Lieutenant 220 - - 100 \
1st Lieutenant 276 - i) 99
Captain 746 01 o1 98 ‘
Ma;or 567 04 02 9L :
Lt tolonel 352 0s ou 9 ' H
Colenel §0 08 06 g6
f<ral 2241 02 02 96
Flying Status
Jat Rated 770 02 02 3¢
vhserver-Navigator 372 02 01 97
Pilots 99 03 02 95
Saspended 150 01 (4 95 i
Total 2241 02 02 96

s Goeitieant at the W05 level.
LR ooread ah or eyond the 0L Level.
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Item 14, Which of the following best describes officer effectiveness evaluations you
have received?

A,

I have consistently received evaluations representative of my true
effectiveness level,

More times than not, my evaluations have represented my true effectiveness,
iy past effcctiveness evaluations have been incorrect as many times as they
have been representative of wy true performance,

A large number of my evaluations have not been representative of my true
perfurmance,

1 lave consistently received-evaluations which did not represent my true
effectiveness,

F. 1 am not aware of the level of evaluations received.
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B . C D E F
Command ¥* B - -
01 204 20 S0 14 05 02 09
02 as1 17 57 13 o4 - 038
03 265 13 50 09 06 - 22
oy 179. 14 57 12 04 01 02
05 820 23 Sk 13 Gs 133 ok
06 201 15 60 08 06 - 11
Total 2266 19 55 12 05 01 08
Regular/Reserve** .
Regular 1320 19 64 10 oL - 03
Reserve 921 19 46 14 05 0 15
Total 2241 19 56 12 05 - 08
Duty Group*
Pilots & Flight Test 450 17 61 12 05 01 o4
Operations 123 19 63 11 06 - 0l
Navigator-Observer 234 26 48 10 05 - 11
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 17 55 15 06 01 06
Intelligence 36 20 58 11 G3 - 08
Rhorusiraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 36 46 09 ~ - 09
sormunication-Klectronics & Armament 99 13 60 09 09 - 09
Mivsiles 24 25 63 12 - - -
Aircratt Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

L Civil Enginecring 120 19 56 14 03 - 08
Irusp, Supply, Fuels & lLogistics 119 19 49 12 03 02 15
tinancial & Statistical 89 25 46 15 o4 - 10
Adriin Yves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

s 1nfarmation 210 22 51 11 o4 01 11
Ed wation & Training 120 15 67 10 o4 02 02
Alr volice X Special Investigations 22 09 59 18 0s - 09
Ressareh & Development 288 16 54 14 03 01 12
Coooander X Dircetor Specialties 63 12 75 07 o4 - 02
Prosourenent Manegement 62 i 57 11 03 - 05
lepal 15 ki 53 - - - 16
Chaplalin 16 25 31 13 12 - 19
Tatety 6 - 83 - 17 - -

Total 2280 19 56 12 05 - 03

GrinkA*
24 Lientenant 220 29 26 06 03 0l 35
1st {irutenant 276 23 42 11 03 0 20
Captain 746 19 62 10 05 01 03
Ha ot 567 1% 59 15 0s 01 02
Lt Lolonel 352 14 65 13 06 - 02
Calonel 80 13 74 10 01 - 02
Tutal 2241 19 5é 12 05 - 08
Flyime Sratug 4*
Nal Rated 770 22 49 11 03 01 14
Ohecryver-Navigator 372 25 53 10 o4 - 08
Pilots 949 15 63 13 05 01 03
Suspended 150 17 60 09 07 - 07

Tutal 224 19 56 12 05 - 08

* Doondflonat at e W9 Levels
oG eititant at or leyoatl the JOL level,
27

s

g

e

g




P

N —

* Significant at the .05 level.

*¢ Significant at or beyond the .0l lewvel.

Item 15, Which of the foliowing best expresses your present attitude toward the officer
evaluation program?
A, Highly satisfied.
B, Somewhat satisfied.
C. Neither satisfied or diasatisfied.
D, .Somewhat dissatisfied.
E. Highly dissatisfied.
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D E
Command **
01 204 09 41 13 24 13
02 391 08 37 22 27 06
03 265 06 39 10 35 10
04 179 11 51 08 22 08
05 820 07 39 14 31 09
06 201 07 42 09 32 10
Total 2060 08 40 14 29 09
Regular/Reserve *+*
Regular 1320 09 us 11 27 08
Reserve 921 05 a5 17 33 10
Total 2241 08 40 14 29 09
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight .Test 450 06 41 14 i 08
Operations 123 05 45 05 32 13
Navigator-Observer 234 08 36 15 30 11
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 07 40 07 35 1n
Intelligence 36 14 36 08 36 06
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 - 55. 18 27 -
.Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 Ol 39 16 32 09
Missiles 24 17 ué 12 25 -
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

%-Civil Engineering 120 03 38 16 35 08
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 09 39 13 31 08
Financial & Statistical 89 16 40 11 27 06
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 08 43 14 28 07
Education & Training 120 10 S1 05 24 10
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 14 27 32 18 09
Research & Development 288 07 36 22 26 09
Commander & Director Specialties 69 12 5?7 11 14 06
Procuremen: Management 62 n 42 10 24 13
Legal 19 11 37 05 26 21
Chaplain 16 13 25 31 31 -
Safety [ - SO - 17 33

Total 2240 08 40 14 29 0%

Geade **
2d Lieutenant 220 04 37 23 27 09
1st Licutenant 276 07 u 21 29 09
Captain 746 07 4u 11 30 08
Major 567 09 38 12 30 1
Lt Colonel 352 08 42 12 28 10
Colonel 80 19 us 06 22 05
Total 2241 08 40 14 29 09
Flying Status**
Not Rated 770 08 L} 17 27 o7
Observer-Navigator n 09 42 12 29 08
Pilots 949 07 &G 12 3 10
Suspended 150 09 as 09 33 13
Total 2241 08 40 1 29 09
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item 16, What .is your opinion with.regard to the current policy of not showing an OER to

the officer on whom it was prepared?
A, Agree
B, Disagree

C. Did not know of this policy.

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

Tewh

e P - b =

N A B .C
Command**
01 204 23 75 02
02 391 19 76 0s
03 265 19 81 -
o4 179 28 72 -
05 820 20 79 01
06 201 16 83 01
Total 2060 20 78 02
Regular/Reservef* .
Regular 1320 22 77 01
Reserve 921 18 80 02
Total 2241 20 78 02 f
Duty Group ** |
Pilots & Flight Test 450 18 81 01 f
Operations 123 19 81 - ‘
Navigator-Observer 234 15 84 01
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 24 73 03
Intelligence 36 25 75 -
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 36 64 -
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 16 84 -
Missiles 24 29 71
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 20 78 02
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.k Logistics 119 16 82 02
Financial & Statistical 89 15 82 03
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 19 80 01
Education & Training 120 k1 64 02
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 09 86 05
Research & Development 288 20 75 0s
Commander & Director Specilalties 69 46 53 01
Procurement Management 62 18 81 01
Legal 19 21 79 fe
Chaplain 16 38 56 06
Safety 6 3 67 - l
Total 2240 20 78 02 .
Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 1w 81 05
1st Lieutenant 276 15 83 02
Captain 746 17 82 01 '
Major 567 18 80 02
Lt Colonel 352 32 67 0l
Colonel 80 49 48 03
Total 2241 20 78 02
Flying Status*
Not Rated 770 18 79 03
Observer-Navigator 372 18 81 01
Pilots W9 22 77 01
Suspended 150 28 7l 01
Total 2241 20 78 02 5‘*
i
* Significant at the .05 Level. i
** Significant at or beyond the .0l Level, &
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ILter 17, The 'mo-show” pulicy wag initiated in September 62, This policy has, in your
upininr.--

A, ud no effuect un the evaluations given by raters.
B, Tended to result in lawer evalvation ratings.
€. Tended to result in increased evaluation ratirga,

D, Was not avare of this policy.

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D
Comriand ** C ’
01 204 51 39 02 0%
02 39 Sn 33 - 09
03 265 51 uy 52 03
0% 179 54 43 | 02
0S5 820 60 37 01 02
06 201 50 L3 03 04
Total 2060 56 38 01 05
RavularReserve **
T ular 1320 59 37 01 03
Reserve 921 51 L1 02 06
Total 2261 S6 39 01 ok
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 61 35 01 03
Oyerations 12% 54 L2 02 02
Navirator-Observer 234 60 34 03 03
Weapons X Missile Operations 123 56 40 - o4
Intelliprence 36 a9 53 0% 03
P.otuaraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 18 R2 - - &
Conzimicat ion-Electronics & Armament 99 60 40 - - \%
Missiles 24 50 50 - - &
Alreraft Maint, Mstor Vehicle Maint, 3

x Civil Engineering 120 56 4o 01 03 i
Trusp, Supply, Fuels ¥ Logistics 119 uy 47 02 07 i
Firancial & Statistical &9 46 L7 01 06
Adrin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

« Information 210 56 kl} 02 ol .
Edvcation & Training 120 55 42 - 03 ;
Air volice & Special Investigations 22 50 41 - 09 §
Reveatch & Development 253 58 3 02 09
Cowcander & Director Specialties 69 47 L9 03 01 '
Procurement Management 62 52 k) 02 11 .
Lepal 19 53 u1 - 06 .
Chaplain 16 k31 Ly 06 19 :
Safety 6 50 33 - 17 <

Totul 2240 56 39 0 0% .

Grade*= ;
T 2d Licutenant 220 41 s 02 13 -
1st Licutenant 276 54 38 02 06 .
Captain 746 58 38 01 03 3

Major 567 57 38 02 03 A
Lt Colonel 352 61 36 - 03 L
Colounel 80 L9 43 oy 04 *
Total 2241 56 39 01 o4 .
Flying Statug**
aut Rated 770 S0 42 01 07
Obscrver-Navigator 372 58 36 03 03 {
Pilots 949 59 37 01 03 j
Suspended 150 57 4o - 03
Total 2241 56 39 01 o4
—d
< Slpaificant ut the .05 level. -
7o Sleaificaut at or teyund the JOL lovel.
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Item 18, Do you feel that the 'Review by the Indorsing Officisl"” is an essentisl requirement

in the evaluation program?

A, No,

B, Yes, _regardleau of whether or not the indorser is famillar with the ratee,

C. Yes, but only if the indorser is directly familiar with the ratee's performance,

Percentages of Officers:
Selecting Alternatives

g e = Y g daf" - et

N A B C
Command *¥
01 204 02 u4 Sk
02 391 03 38 59
‘03 265 Ol 32 64
0k 179 02 47 51
05 820 o4 25 n
06 201 - 30 70
Total 2060 03 33 64
Regular/Reserve #*
Regular 1320 02 7 61
Reserve 921 o4 27 69
Total 2241 03 33 64
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 02 26 72
Uperations 123 o4 32 54
Navigator-Observer 234 03 28 69
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 03 27 70
Intelligence 36 03 22 75
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 - 55 4us
Coumunication-Electronics & Armament 99 02 4é 52
Missiles 24 - 17 83
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

N Civil Engineering 120 06 3 63
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 03 29 68
Financial & Statistical 89 Ol 33 63
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

% Information 210 02 38 60
Education & Training 120 02 4u sS4
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 09 23 68
Rescarch & Develepnent 288 02 43 55
Commander & Director Specialties 69 o4 47 49
Procucement Management 62 03 37 60
Legal 19 - 26 74
Chaplain 16 - 31 69
Safety 6 - 33 67

Total 2240 03 33 64

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 03 27 70
1st Licutenant 276 03 23 74
Captain 46 02 35 63
Major 567 ol a3 63
Lt Colonel 352 03 37 60
Colonel 80 03 55 42
Total 2241 03 3 64
Flving Status
Nut Kated 770 03 Kk 64
Observer-Navigator 372 03 30 67
Pilots 99 02 u 64
Suspended 150 05 k!.] 57

Total 2261 03 33 64

¢ Siemniflicunt at the .05 Level.
O oStndficant at or veyond the .01 level.
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Item 19, What would be your reaction to an evaluation scale reduced to three levels:
"Unsatisfactory,"” “Satisfactory" and "Outstanding" -- similar to the Civil

Service System? g;
£,
A. Favorable §
B, Unfavorable “
{
H
Percentages of Officers %
Selecting Alternatives % )
N A B i
Conmand *#*
01 204 32 68 a
02 391 38 62
03 265 50 50 ;
oL 179 46 54 i
0s 820 4y 56 i
06 201 w56 i
Total 2060 43 57
Regular/Reserve §
Regular 1320 u 59 §
Reserve 921 4y 56 v
Total 2261 42 58 .
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 43 57
Gperat.ions 123 43 57
Navigator-Observer 234 41 59
Weapuns & Missile Operations 123 50 50
Intelligence 36 33 67 ;
Photosraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 36 6l
Cuntnunicat ion-Electronics & Armament 99 L6 54 )
Missiles pL 54 46 .
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint, 1
¥ Civil Engineering 120 52 u8 {
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logisticas 119 48 52 ;
Financial & Statistical 89 25 75 .
Adnin Svecs, Personnél, Manpower Mgt, ’
X Information 210 45 55 ¥
Education % Training 120 3] 52
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 27 73 .
Resear. . & Development 288 34 66 £
Comrander & Director Specialties 9 L3 57 .
Procurement Management 62 4 59 é
Legal 19 L2 5% i
Chaplain 16 56 Ly
Safety ) 50 50
Total 2240 L2 5e
Gradexs
24 Lieutenant 220 23 77
1st Licutenant 276 29 7
Cantain L6 4 59
Major 567 52 us
Lt Golunel 352 sS4 4é
Colonel 80 35 65
Total 2241 42 58
Fly free Status +x
oot kated 710 36 64
Observer-Navigator 372 43 57
Piluts 949 4s 55
Suspended 150 56 L1
Total 2241 42 58

4

v Signiricaut at the .05 level,
‘¢ Slguiticant at or beyoud tre .OL Level.
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Item 20, "Although OERs are used to avaluate an officer by comparing him with all other
officers of his grade throughout the entire Air Force, these evalustions generally
result in a fair comparison of officera according to thefr ability." What {s your
opinion of this statement?

A, 1 agree,

B, 1 disagree,

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A 3
Command
01 204 n 69
02 391 k3 66
03 265 38 62
04 179 38 62
0s 820 35 65
06 200 33 67 )
Total 2060 35 65 -
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 38 62 -
Reserve 921 30 70
Total 2241 35 65
Duty Group **
Pilots & Fl‘i,ght Test 450 k) 69
Operations 123 40 60
Navigator-Observer 234 36 64
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 49 51
Intelligence 36 42 58
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 18 82
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 28 72
Missiles 24 38 62
Afrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint, ‘
& Civil Engineering 120 29 71
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.k Logistice 119 32 68
Financial & Statistical 89 43 57
Admin Svecs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 37 63
Education & Training 120 35 65
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 27 73
Research & Development 288 30 70
Comeander & Director Specislties 69 55 4s
Procurement Management 62 26 %
Legal 19 16 84
Chaplain 16 4y 56
Safety 6 33 67
Total 2240 35 65
Grada** *
2d Lieutenant 220 34 66
1st Lieutenant 276 32 68
Captain 746 33 67
Major 567 32 68
Lt Colonel 352 4l 59
Colonel 80 52 48
Total 2241 35 65
Flying Status
Not Rated 770 35 65
Observer-Ngvigator 372 39 61 ;
Pilots 949 33 67 ) ;
Suspended 150 35 65
Total 2241 5 65 !
* Significant at the .05 Lavel. ;
*# Significant at or beyond the .0l level. i
N
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Item 21, Which one of the following do you consgider the most valid measure of yvur
effectiveness as an officer?

A. Average of all the "overall™ ratings received,
B, Average of the "overall” ratings received in the last five years.
C. Average of the "overall” ratings received in your current grade.

D, "Overall" evaluation indicated on your most recent effectiveness report,

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B c D
Command ** ;
01 204 17 35 27 2]
02 a9 19 35 27 19
03 265 10 36 32 2z
o4 179 16 52 24 0
0% 820 17 41 23 14
6 201 17 ul 27 12
Total 2060 16 LG 28 16
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 15 6 26 13
Reserve 921 17 33 30 20
Total 2251 16 40 28 16
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 450 17 L3 26 14
Operations 123 14 49 23 14
Navigator-Observer 234 14 33 33 20
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 16 39 33 12
Intelligence 36 14 39 25 22
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 09 36 Lé 09
Communication~Electronics & Armament 99 18 42 27 13
Misgiles 24 04 50 38 08
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Malint,

% Civil Engineering 120 16 41 32 11
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 17 35 29 19
Financial & Statistical 89 18 n 29 12
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 15 37 30 18
Education & Training 120 13 55 24 08
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 o4 23 32 L1
Research & Development 288 20 35 24 21
Cowmander & Director Specialties 69 23 39 31 07
Procurement Management 62 11 55 23 11
Legal 19 10 26 32 32
Chaplain 16 31 38 19 12
Safety 6 - 67 - 33

Total 2280 16 40 28 16

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 12 19 37 32
1st Lieutenant 276 22 18 32 28
Captain 746 14 a8 3y 14
Major 567 15 56 20 09
Lt Colonel 352 18 51 21 10
Colonel 80 27 us 24 04
Total 224 16 40 28 16
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 17 33 31 19
Observer-Navigator 372 13 40 30 17
Pilots 949 17 45 25 13
Suspended 150 12 S0 28 10
Total 2241 16 40 28 16

¢« Significant at the .05 level.
#+ Significant at or beyond the 0L Level.




Item 22, "The Air Force's emphasis on effectiveness reports has resuited in the majority
of officers being more concerned with getting a good OIR than with getting the
job done." What do you think of this statement?

A, Agree,

B, Disagree.

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B
Command
01 204 48 52
02 391 47 53
03 265 53 47
ou 179 Ls 52
0s 820 49 51
06 201 51 49
Total 2060 49 (31
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 47 53
Reservs 921 53 LY
Tot. 1 2241 49 51
Duty G.oup*
Pilots & Flight Test 450 53 47
Operations 123 53 47
Navigator-Observer 234 55 45
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 uz 53
Intelligence 36 50 50
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 45 55
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 49 51
Missiles 24 38 62
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 56 Ly
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 55 45
Financial & Statietical 89 36 64
Admin Sves, Perscnnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 51 49
Education & Training 120 42 58
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 45 55
Rescarch & Development 288 Ly 56
Commander & Director Specialties 69 38 62
Procurcment Management 62 47 53
Legal 19 68 32
Chaplain 16 60 Lo
Safety 6 50 50

Total 2240 49 51

Grade A+
2d Licutenant 220 55 4s
1st Lieutenant 276 52 48
Captain 46 53 LY
Major 567 L9 51
Lt Colonel 352 40 60
Colonel 80 30 o
Total 221 L9 51
Flying Status
Not Rated 770 50 50
Observer-Navigator 372 52 48
Pilots 949 50 50
Suspended 150 42 58

Total 2241 49 51
* Significent at the .05 level.

** Significent at or teyond the .01l Level.
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Item 23, An ideal officer evaluation method would be (Select the most appropriate}--

An evaluation by the immediate cemmander or supervigor based primarily upon his
own personal judgment of the officer being rated.

An evaluation by a punel, where complete agreement on the rating by all panel
members would be required.

C. An evaluation arrived at through a joint review by the supervisory officer
and the officer being rated.

D. A self-rating by the officer upon whom the evaluation is required,

E., An evaluation by the immediate commander ur supervisor in which published
information regarding the average overall evaluations received in the preceding
month by officers of the same grade was available for reference,

Percentages of
Ufficers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D E
Commanad N
01 204 33 13 20 - 34
02 391 28 14 2y - 34
03 265 31 14 18 - 37
L 179 28 11 18 01 42
05 820 28 18 17 01 36
06 201 30 15 24 01 30
Total 2060 29 15 20 - 36
Resrular/Resgervexx
Regular 1320 31 14 18 - 37
Reserve 921 27 17 22 01 3
Total 2241 30 15 19 01 35
Duty Group*¥
Filots & Flight Test 450 25 20 16 - 39
Operations 123 34 19 18 - 29
Navigator-Observer 234 25 17 16 - 42
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 33 19 15 - 33
Intelligence 36 22 06 28 - Ly
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 18 27 18 - 37
Coumunication-Electronics & Armament 99 25 19 13 01 42
Missiles 24 42 08 17 - 33
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 33 09 23 02 33
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 36 13 26 01 24
Pinancial & Statistical 89 32 10 21 01 36
Admin Svecs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Informat ion 210 34 15 22 01 28
Education & Training 120 29 10 17 - Ly
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 43 10 33 - 14
Research & Development 288 25 14 25 01 35
Courander & Director Specialties 69 52 10 07 - 31
Procurement Managenment 62 34 03 29 - 34
Legal 19 37 n 26 - 26
Chaplain 16 20 20 33 - 27
Satety 6 33 17 - - 50

Total 2240 30 15 19 01 35

Grade* ¥

24 Lieutenant 220 24 13 28 01 34
1-% Lieutenant 276 24 17 16 01 42
“rtain 746 28 16 18 01 37
B 567 27 17 22 01 33
Jonel 352 39 12 17 - 32
Colomnel 80 49 08 11 - 32
Total 2241 30 15 19 01 35

Flying dtatus **
Not Rated 770 32 12 23 01 32
ubserver-Navigator 372 27 16 17 - 40
Filots 949 29 17 17 - 37
Suspended 150 32 15 25 01 27

Toutal 2241 30 is 19 01 35
v Sipuifleant at the 0% level.

* Sipruirteant at or beyond the .01 Level.
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Item 24, Assuming you were in a command or supervisory position, do you feel qualified
to complete a rating on another officer?

A, Yes
B. No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command ** :
01 204 85 15
02 391 90 10
03 265 86 e
o4 179 96 04
05 820 90 10
06 201 95 05
Total 2060 SC 10 -
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 9% 06
‘Reserve 921 84 16
Total 2241 90 10
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 89 1
Operations 123 96 o4
Navigator~-Observer 234 79 21
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 96 o4
Intelligence 36 9 06
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 73 27
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 93 07
Missiles 24 92 08
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 96 o4
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 87 13
Financial & Statistical 89 93 07
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
% Information 210 93 07
Education & Training 120 94 06
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 86 14
Research & Development 288 90 10
Commander & Director Specialties 69 100 -
Procurement Management 62 85 15
Legal 19 74 26 '
Chaplain 16 60 40 !
Safety 6 83 17 {
Total 2240 90 10 .
2d Lieutenant 220 75 25
1st Lieutenant 276 73 27
Captain 746 92 08
Ma jor 567 96 o4
Lt Colonel 352 98 02
Colonel 80 100 -
Total 2241 90 10
Plying Status **
Not Rated 770 87 13
Obseryer-Navigator 372 85 15
Pilots 949 94 06
Suspended 150 97 03
Total 224} 90 10 ~~
* Significant at the .05 level.
*¢ Significant at or beyond the .0l level.
B .}
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Item 25, 1In your opinfon the officer evaluaticn program (Select one alternative)--
A. Consistently identifies true performance levels.
B. Usually identifies true performance levels.
C. True performance may or may not be identified.
D. Often fails to identify true performence,
E. Consistently fails to identify true performance levels,
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D B
Command
01 204 - 35 uL 19 02
02 391 - 36 47 14 03
03 265 - 35 47 16 02
oy 179 - 50 33 15 02
0s 820 02 38 41 16 03
06 201 - 35 45 17 03
Total 2060 o1 38 43 16 02
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 ot 43 39 15 02
Reserve 921 - 32 47 18 03
Total 2241 01 38 42 16 03
Duty Grou
Pilots & Flight Test 450 01 35 L1 17 03
Operations 123 03 47 32 15 03
Navigator-Observer 234 01 35 46 16 02
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 02 39 41 14 oL
Intelligence 36 - 42 36 19 03
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 - 27 46 18 09
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 01 36 45 16 02
Missiles 24 - 50 50 - -
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 01 31 47 18 03
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 01 33 S0 13 03
Financial & Statistical 89 01 45 35 17 02
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 - 40 4] 16 03
Education & Training 120 0 47 33 17 02
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 - 38 48 14 -
Research & Development 288 01 35 47 14 03
Commander & Director Specialties 69 - 56 32 10 02
Procurement Management 62 02 32 u3 23 -
Legal 19 - 3 37 32 -
Chaplain 16 - 60 27 13 -
Safety 6 - 50 - 50 -

Total 2240 01 38 42 16 03

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 - 28 56 14 02
l1st Lieutenant 276 01 30 48 17 o4
Captain 746 01 39 40 17 03
Ma jor 567 - 41 42 14 03
Lt Colonel 352 01 43 37 16 01
Colonel 80 01 51 k) 13 o4
Total 224 01 38 42 16 03
Flying Status
Not Ra‘ed 770 01 37 4s 14 03
Observer-Navigator 372 01 u2 L Y] 4 01
Pilots 949 01 38 40 18 03
Suspended 150 01 35 Ly 17 03

Total 2241 01 38 42 16 03
* Significant at the .05 Level,

% gipnificant at or beyond the .0l level.
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Item 26, OFR comparisons are used as a basis for many personnel actions at Hq USAF,
Such comparisons should be made on (Select only the most preferred alternative)--

. .

Mo aw >

A1l officers in the same grade, Air Force wide.
Al1 officers in the same grade, but within each command sepsrately,

A1l officers in the same grade, but within each career field (DAFSC) separately.
Rated and non-rated officers (of the same grade) separately.

Regular and Reserve officers (of the same grade) separately,

Percentages of

Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D E
Command **
01 204 27 19 50 03 01
02 391 32 22 Ly 02 -
03 265 31 19 47 0 02
04 179 38 33 27 02 -
05 820 31 21 43 o4 or “
06 20 25 18 49 e7 el
Total 2060 3 21 Ly 03 01
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 37 24 35 03 01 -
Reserve 921 22 18 55 o4 01
Total 2241 31 22 43 Q3 0l
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 450 29 28 37 05 0l
Operations 123 3 3 28 02 02
Navigator-Observer 234 29 27 L2 02 -
Weapuns & Missile Operations 123 46 12 39 02 01
Intelligence 36 22 11 64 03 -
Photography, Weather & Cartography 1 27 09 55 09 -
Conmunication-Electronics & Armament 99 27 07 63 - 03
Missiles 24 42 25 29 o4 -
Alrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 26 15 54 03 02
Trusp, Supply, Fuels & lLogistics 119 24 11 61 03 01
Financial & Statistical 89 33 12 52 02 01
Aduin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 33 15 ug5 06 02
Education & Training 120 35 41 23 o1 -
Air Police & Special Investigationa 22 20 05 75 - -
Research & Develepment 288 31 24 41 03 01
Cowmander & Director Speclalties 69 49 16 34 01 -
Procurement Management 62 32 23 43 02 -
Lepal 19 05 05 79 11 -
Chaplain 16 13 07 73 07 -
Satety 6 66 17 17 - -
Total 2240 31 22 43 03 01
Grade **
2d Licutenant 2290 20 19 57 o4 -
1st Licutenant 276 23 21 52 o4 -
Captain 746 33 24 38 ol 0l
Ma jor 567 34 22 3] 02 0l
Lt Colonel 352 35 20 43 01 01
Colonel 80 45 16 35 o4 -
Total 2241 31 22 43 03 01
Flying Statug **
_:Xlot bated 770 26 14 55 o4 ()]
Observer-Navigator 372 32 28 38 02 -
Pilots o9 35 27 34 03 01 =~
Suspended 150 34 17 47 ot 01
Total 2241 31 22 43 03 01
* Significant at the .05 level.
“+ Significant at or bveyond the .01 level. -
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Item.27,. As either a rating officer or an officer being rated, are you aware of any
"local" file of OERs that are used as & "reference?"

. m-,,i
et e .-

A;  Yes,
B, No,
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
. N N ... A 3
Command **: - . : )
“01 204 35 65
02 391 22 78
03 265 s 75.
'13 179 k) 66
05 820 31 69
06 201 25 75
Total 2060 29 71
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1220 AN 69
Reserve -921 ‘26 74 H
Total 224%- 29 71
Duty Group
Pilots & Flight Test 450 31 69
Operations 123 41 59 -
Navigator-Observer 234 27 73 b
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 29 n .
Intelligence 36 19 81
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 27 73
Conimunication-Electronics & Armauent 99 21 79
Misgiles 24 17 83
Aizcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering ‘120 33 67
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & logistice 119 31 69
Financisl & Statistical 89 29 71
Admin Svca, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
_ & Information 210 33 67
Education & Training 120 23 77
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 a5 65
Rescarch & Development 288 25 75
Commander & Director Specialties " 27 73
Procurement Management 6. 27 73
Legal 19 32 68
Chaplain 16 20 8c
Safety 6 17 [
Total 2240 29 123
Grade ** f
2d Lieutenant 220 18 82
1st Lieutenant 276 19 81
Captain 746 31 69
Major 567 kL 66
‘Lt Colonel 352 32 68.
Colonel 80 32 68
Tocal 2241 29 n
Fi,ing  tatue®
a t Ratog, 770 2 75
Whe, o reNnviditor 372 28 72
Pitoys 949 33 67
Suspended 150 e 70 ,
Total 2241 29 n H

* Significant at the .05 level.
*+ Significant at or beyond the .0l level.
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Item 28, The officer or civilian supervisor who completed wy most recent OER was,

A P e e v < e e e

R

Faed
in ay judgment--
4, Thoroughly familiar with my duty field.
B, Partially familiar with my duty field.
C, .Somewhat unfamiliar with my duty tield.
D. Not at all familiar with my duty field,
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D
Command**
01 204 67 23 08 02
02 39 73 20 05 02
03 265 67 24 07 02
(11 179 81 13 o4 02~
05 820 79 16 o4 01
06 . 201 70 2% ol 02

Total 2060 75 19 05 01 .

Regular/Reserve** .

Regular 1320 77 17 05 01
Reserve 921 n 22 06 01

Total 2241 75 19 05 01

Duty Group **

Pilots & Flight Test 450 9 08 01 -
Operations 123 83 14 02 0l
-Navigator-Observer 234 75 22 02 o1
Weapons & Miasile Operations 123 78 21 01 -
Intelligence 36 68 26 - 06
‘Fliotography, Weather & Cartogcaphy 11 73 18 09 -
Cormunication-Electronics & Armament 99 68 20 09 03
Missiles 24 75 13 08 ol
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint, . :

& Civil Engineering 120 65 23 10 02
Trusp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 52 33 12 03
Financial & Statistical 89 73: 22 05 -
Admin Sves, Personnel, Menpower Mgt,

& Information 210 66 25. .07 02
‘Educatfon.% Training 120 82 12 05 01,
Air Police & Spacial Investigaticns ‘22 59 36 05 -
Késearch & Devalopment 288- 75 16 07 02
Commandir & Director Specialties 69- 57 31 12 -
Procurement Management 62 67 26 03 Ol
Legal 19 69 26 05 -
Chaplain 16 S6 25 19 -
Safety 6 50 50 - -

Total 2249 75 19 05 0l

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 78 17 05 -
1st. Lieutenant 276 76 20 o4 -
Captain 746 79 16 ol 01
Major 567 4 19 Ok 03
Lt Colonel 352 67 23 08 02
Colonel 80 67 23 09 01

Total 2241 75 19 05 0l

Flying Status**

““Not Rated 770 69 23 07 0
Observer-Navigator 372 Th 20 o4 02
Pilotsa 49 82 14 03 01 .
Suspended 150 64 22 10 ol .

Total : 224} 75 19 05 01 $
* Significant at the .05 lavel.

** Significant at or beyond the .0l Level.
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Item 29, The officer or civilian supervisor who completed my most recent OER was,
in my judgment--

A. Righly qualified to rute my performance,
B, Fairly well qualified to rate my performance,
C. Not too well quelified to rate my performance.

D. Unqualified to rate my performance,

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives.

N A B C D
Command .
01 204 57 31 08 04
02 391 65 28 05 02
03 265 56 kil 07 03
04 179 63 30 05 02
05 820 65 30 o4 01
06 201 54 a8 05 03
Total 2060 62 31 05 02
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 65 28 05 02
Reserve 921 57 35 06 02
Total 224 62 3 05 02
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 58 28 03 01
Operations 123 69 27 02 02
Navigator-Observer 234 60 35 03 02
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 69 29 01 0l
Intelligence 36 Sk 40 - 06
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 27 64 09 -
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 58 N 06 05
Missiles 24 7 22 04 -
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 55 30 12 03
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 45 40 11 o4
Financial & Statistical 89 56 38 06 -
Aduin Svcs, Peraonnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 60 32 06 02
Education & Training 120 64 29 07 -
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 55 32 o4 09
Research & Development 288 63 3 o4 02
Commander & Director Specialties 69 57 kil 10 02
Procurement Management 62 66 21 11 02
legal 19 63 32 - 05
Chaplain 16 47 27 20 06
Safety 6 50 50 - -

Total 2240 62 31 05 02

Grade *
2d Lieutenant 220 59 33 05 03
1st Lieutenant 276 54 40 03 03
Captain 746 66 27 05 02
Major 567 61 32 05 02
Lt Colonel 352 60 32 07 01
Colonel 80 67 21 09 03
Total 2241 62 3l 05 02
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 57 34 06 03
Observer-Navigator 372 63 31 03 03
Pilots e 66 28 05 01
Suspended 150 57 32 08 03
Total 225 62 31 05 02

* Significant at the .05 lLevel.
*¥ SignfTicant at or teyond the .Cl lLevel.

PSS L




Item 30, Do you think that there should be a difference between effectiveness. evaluations
given to the Regular Air Porce officers and thliose given to Reserve officers?

A, Yes, Regular officers should receive higher evaluations.
B, Yes, Reserve officers should receive higher evaluations,

C. No, there should-be no .ignifigant Qifferences.

) Percentagee of Officers
: Selecting Alternatives

Srepayer s g

R

oo v Koo Tt e

e

A e —

e e

-

N A ) c
' Conmand
' 01 204 02 - 98
02 an (0} - 99
03 2¢5 02 - 98
o4 179 ol - 96
05 820 02 - 98
06 201 02 - 98
Total 2060 02 - 98
Regular/Reserve **
: Regular ™~ 1320 03 - 97
3 Reserve 921 01 - 99
. Total 2241 02 - 98
Duty Group
Pilots & Pl.:l,ght Teat 450 02 - 98
Operations 123 01 - 99
Navigator-Observer 234 03 Z 97
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 02 - 98
Intelligence 36 03 - 97
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 _ - 100
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 02 - 98
Missiles 24 - - 100
Afrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 03 - 97
Trusp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 o1 01 98
Financial & Statistical 89 02 - 98
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 01 - 99
Education & Training 120 03 - 97
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 - - 100
Research & Development 288 o1 - 99
Commander & Director Specialties 69 - - 100
Procurement Management 62 - - 100
Legal 19 05 - 95
. Chaplain 16 12 - 88
! Safety 6 17 - 83
Total 2240 02 - 98
Grade
2d Lieutenant 220 01 < 99
1st Lieutenant 276 02 - 98
A Captain 746 03 - 97
Major 567 02 - 98
Lt Colonel 352 01 - 99
Colonel 80 - - 100
Total 24 02 - 98
¢
Flying Status*
Not Rated 770 02 - 98
i Ubserver-Navigator an 03 - 97
b Pilots 949 02 - 98
Suspended 150 03 - 97
: Total 2241 02 - 98
—d
- * Significant at the .05 Level.
“ #% Significant at or beyond the .0l level.
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Item 31, Do you think that a specified level of effectiveness should be required for

promot Lon?
A. No
B, Yes
Percentages of Off{icers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command
01 204 20 80
02 39 19 81
03 265 20 80
ou 179 24 76
0s 820 18 82
06 201 20 80
Total 2060 19 81
Regular/Reserver )
Regular 1320 17 83
Reserve 921 21 79
Total 2241 19 81
Duty Grou
Pilots & Flight Test 450 16 74
Operations 123 15 85
Navigator-Observer 234 22 78
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 11 89
Intelligence 36 12 88
Photography, Weather & Cartography ‘11 09 91
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 15 85
Hissiles 24 08 92
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 25 75
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels.& Logistics 119 25 75
Financial & Statistical 89 18 82
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 20 80
Education & Training 120 26 m
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 14 86
Research & Development 288 16 84
Commander & Director Specialties 69 19 81
Procurement Management 62 26 4
Legal 19 11 89
Chaplain 16 31 69
Safety 6 17 83

Total 2240 19 81

Grade”
2d Lieutenant 220 25 75
1st Lieutenant 276 20 80
Captain 46 16 84
Major 567 16 84
Lt Colonel 352 21 79
Colonel 80 22 78
Total 2241 19 81
Flying Status
Not ‘Rated 770 19 81
Observer-Navigator 372 20 80
Pilots 949 17 83
Suspended 150 22 78
Total 2241 19 81

* Significant at the .05 Level.
*¥ Sienificant at or beyond the .0l Level.
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Item, 32. Do you think that a certain level of effectiveness is required for promotion?

A, Yes <
B, No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Compand™*
01 204 79 21
02 39 80 20
03 265 81 19
04 179 71 29
0s 820 86 14
201 81 19
Total 2060 82 18
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 81 19
Reserve 921 82 18
Total 2241 81 19
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 50 83 17
Operations 123 80 20
Navigator-Observer 234 83 17
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 85 15
Intelligence 36 86 14
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 45 55
Communicat ion-Electronics & Armaaent 99 83 17
Missiles 24 79 21
Afrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicls Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 83 17
Trnep, Supply, Puels.k Logistics 119 g8 12
Financial & Statistical 39 84 16
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 84 16
Education & Treining 120 69 31
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 73 27
Research & Development 238 77 23
Commander & Director Specialties 69 87 13
Procurement Management 62 80 20
Legal 19 74 26
Chaplain 16 69 N
Safety 6 67 33
Total 2240 81 14
Grade
2d Lieutenant 220 82 18
1st Lieutenant 276 76 24
Captain 746 81 19
Major 567 82 18
Lt Colonel 352 85 15
Colonel 80 78 22
Total 2241 81 19
Flying Status
Not Rated 770 81 19
Observer-Navigator 372 83 17
Pilots 9%9 80 20
Suspended 150 88 12
Total 224] 81 19
* Significant at the .05 Level.
** Significant at or beyond the ,01 Level. '
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Item 33, ‘Do yuu believe, in general, that vpe low OER in 8 file of good MRs would
unduly influence & selection board

A, Yes
B, No
Fereentages of offisers
>ebeting Alternatives
. N . A !
Comnand
01 204 5% Qlk
02 391 96 /4
03 265 () 19
o4 194 53 37
05 “20 62 34
06 201 64 36
Total Lyt 61 9
Regular/MReserve
Regular 1320 62 3n
Reserve 921 59 41
Total 2241 61 iy
l)utx Group
Pilots & Flight Test 450 59 41
Operations 123 ol 37
Navigator-Observer 234 6% 36
Weapuns ‘& Missile Opery .‘ons 123 57 43
Intelligence 36 54 L6
Photugraphy, Weather & Cartogcaphy 11 55 L5
Communication~Electronics & Arrament 99 n 29
Missiles 2 62 3=
Alrcraft Maint, Motor Veliicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 64 16
Tronsp, Supply, Fusls & Logistics 119 06 34
Financial & Statistical 89 7 kL
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Ngt,

& Informat ion 210 14 30
Education & Training 120 Y 41
Air Police & Special Investications 22 ol 36
‘Regearch & Development 258 54 46
Commander & Birectur Specialties 69 59 w
Procurement Manastetient 62 S0 50
Legal L9 S 42
Chaplain 16 &4 K]
Safety [ 5¢) L

Total 2240 6} 3

Grade *
“2d Licutenant 220 56 Ly
lgt lLieutenant 276 5% L5
Captain 746 64 36
tajor 567 61 39
Lt Colonel 352 &4 36
Calunel 80 S§ Ly
Tutal 2241 61 39
Flying Status
Not Rated 770 59 3]
Observer-Navigator ire 66 34
Piluts 949 60 40
Suspended 150 64 16
Total 2211 61 39

* Sicalittcant at the 09 level.
+* Signiricant at or beyonl the .01 level.
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Item 34, Do you believe that a specified average level of effectiveness should be
required for retention in the Air Force?

A, No
B, Yes
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
i
.- N A B
Command
01 204 14 86
02 391 10 90
03 265 10 90
o4 179 16 84 .
05 820 11 89
06 201 o8 92
Total 2060 11 89
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 11 89
Reserve 91 11 89
Total 2241 11 89
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 12 88
Oparations 123 1 8%
Navigator-Observer 234 12 88
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 03 97
Intelligence ' 36 - 100
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 09 91
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 12 88 .
Missiles 24 - 100
Alrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 10 90
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 10 90
Financial & Statistical 89 10 90
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 13 87
Education & Training 120 21 79
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 09 9 .
Research & Development 288 [1].] 92 \
Commander & Director Specialties 69 10 90 |
Procurement Management 62 16 84 !
Legal 19 0s 95 4
Chaplain 16 - 100
Safety 6 17 83
Total 2240 11 89
Grad.
24 Lieutenant 226 12 88
1st Licutenant 276 12 88
Captain 746 09 9
Major 567 11 89
Lt Colonel 352 12 88
Colonel 80 11 89
Total 2241 11 89
Flying Status
Not Rated 770 10 90 .
Observer-Navigator arn2 1 89 =~
Pilots 949 11 89 .
Suspended 150 13 87 .
Total 2241 11 89 A
P
* gignificant at the 05 Level. “.
*# Significant at or beyond the ,01l level. é ‘
i
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Item 35. Do you believe that a “top-notch” Second Lieutenant sbould receive an OFR as
high as that of a "top-notch” Colonel (assuming that each is evaluated against
his contemporaries)?

A, Yes
B, No
Perventages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B

Gemvaand N -

o1 204 92 0%
02 391 92 08
03 265 Q0 10
0% 179 95 05
05 820 91 09
06 201 93 07

Total 2060 92 08

Regular/Reserve **

“Regular 1320 93 07
Reserve 921 90 10

Total 2241 92 08

l)utx Group
Pilots & Flight Test 450 90 10
Operations 123 92 (]
Navigator-(bserver 234 G0 10
Weapions & Missile Operations 123 92 08
Intelligence 36 &6 14
Phot uggrraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 91 09
Conmunication-Electronics & Armament 99 93 07
Missiles 24 26 04
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 a3 07
I'rnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 02 0
I'inancial & Statistical 89 90 10
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& lutormation 210 92 08
Lducation & fraining 120 a7 03
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 77 23
Rescarch & Development 288 92 Ox
Cotmander & Director Specialties 69 99 01
Procurement Management 62 90 10
Legal 19 as 05
Chaplain 16 100 -
Safety 6 100 -

Total 2240 92 08

Grade
2d Lieutenant 220 90 10
1st Licutenant 276 92 0%
Captain 746 91 09
Ma jor 567 91 09
Lt Colonel 352 9 06
Colonel 80 97 03

Total 22k} 92 08

Flying Status
ot Rated 770 93 07
Observer-Navigator 372 90 10
Pilots 9L9 Q2 [
Suspended 150 -9 11

Total 22m L e [42N

» Shealtienat at the Juy level.
5 Sipmifieant atl or teyend thie (01 Leel,
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Item 36, Do you feel that the average OER ratings for Second Lieutenants should be as
high as the average OER ratings for Colonels?

A, No
B, Yes
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command i )
01 204 32 68
02 391 36 6%
03 265 s 65
04 179 25 75
0s 8§20 35 65
06 201 29 7n
Total 2060 33 67
Regular/Reserve *
Regular 1320 3 69
Reserve 921 36 64
Total 2241 33 67
Duty Group
Pilots & Flight Test 450 36 64
Operations 123 28 72
Navigator-Observer 234 33 67
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 32 65
Intelligence ’ 36 42 58
Photography, Weather & Cartography 1 27 73
Communication-Electronice & Armament 99 34 66
Missiles 24 17 83
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 32 68
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 36 6l
Financial & Statistical 89 39 61
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 32 68
Education & Training 120 25 75
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 L)) 59
Rescarch & Developwent 288 34 66
Commander & Director Specialties 69 31 69
Procurement Management 62 35 65
Legal 19 42 58
Chaplain 16 12 88
Safety 6 17 &3

Total 2240 33 67

Grade
24 Lieutenant 220 36 64
1st Licutenant 276 35 65
Captain 746 33 67
Ma jor 567 33 67
Lt Colonel 352 a 69
Colonel g0 27 73
Total 2241 33 67
Flyiny Status
Not Rated 770 35 65
Observer-Navigator 372 33 67
Pilots 949 32 68
Suspended 150 31 69
Tatal 2241 33 67

* Sigmificant at the .09 level.
*o Significant at or beyond the .01 laevel.
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Item 37,

grade?
A, Yes

B. No

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

Do you have any ‘personal knowledge of the average "overall” evaluation or the
distribution of evalustions given by reporting officials to officers of your

N A B
Connand **
01 204 19 81
02 391 22 78
03 265 23 77
oy 179 30 70
[ 820 39 61
06 201 22 78
Total 2060 29 71
Regular/Reserve *
Regular 1320 34 66
Reserve 921 23 77
Total 2241 29 71
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 26 64
Operations 123 L6 54
Navigator-Observer 234 32 63
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 23 77
Intelligence 36 19 81
Phutography, Weather & Cartography 1 27 73
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 21 79
Missiles p13 33 67
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 22 78
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 14 86
Financial & Statistical 89 18 82
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 43 57
Education & Training 120 22 78
Alr Police & Special Investigations 22 24 76
Research & Development 288 19 81
Commander & Director Specialties 69 Lé 54
Procurement Management 62 29 71
Legal 19 89 11
Chaplain 16 25 75
Safety 6 67 33

Total 2240 29 n

Grade**
2d Lieutenant 220 15 85
1st Lieutenant 276 20 80
Captain 746 31 69
Ma jor 567 30 70
Lt Colonel 352 36 64
Colonel 80 51 49
Total 224) 29 Ia\
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 19 81
Observer-Navigator 372 36 64
Pilots a9 3u 66
Suspended 150 37 63

Total 224 29 71
* Significant at the .05 Ilevel.

** Sipnificant at or beyond the .OL Level.
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Item 38, Have you ever seen any OfR' summary data (research or operational) which have
been compiled for officers of any grade?

A, Yes

B, No

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B
Conwand **
01 204 3 69
02 391 30 70
03 265 32 68
04 179 51 u9
05 820 56 Lt
6 201 23 77 v
Total 2060 42 58
Regular/Reserve **
Repular 1320 53 47
Reserve 921 28 72
Total 2241 42 58
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 L8 52
Operations 123 S5 L1
Navigatur-Observer 234 37 63
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 51 49
Intelligence ) 36 39 61
Photography, Weather & Cartography 1 L5 S5
Cormunication-Electronics & Armament 99 38 62
Missiles * 24 50 50
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 a3 67
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 34 66
Financial & Statistical 89 u4s 55
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 46 sS4
Education & Training 120 Ly 56
Air Police & Special Investigaticns 22 33 67
Regearch & Development 288 30 70
Conmander & Director Sneclalties 69 L 26
Procurement Management 62 34 66
Legal 19 11 89
Chaplain 16 Ly 56
Safety 6 83 17

Total 2240 42 58

Crade **
2d Lieutenant 220 09 91
lst Licutenant 276 17 83
Captain 746 us 55
Major 567 L9 51
Lt Colonel 352 61 39
Golonel 80 71 29
Total 2241 42 58
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 32 88
Observer-Navigator an 47 53
Pilcts 949 49 51
Suspended 150 49 51
Total 2241 42 58
¢ Significant at the .05 level,
v sipniricant at or bveyond the .0L lLevel
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Item 39, Have you ever had an OER rendered on you by a civilian supervisor?

A, No
B, Yes
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command **
[1}] 204 87 13
02 39 79 21
03 265 99 01
04 179 92 08
05 820 99 01
06 201 96 - 04
Total 2060 93 07
Regular/Reserve*
Regular 1320 91 09
Reserve 921 ol 06
Total 2241 92 08
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 99 01
Operations 123 98 02
Navigator-Observer 234 98 02
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 58 02
Intelligence k13 86 14
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 91 09
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 94 06
Missiles 24 100 -
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 95 05
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 93 07
Financial & Statistical 89 78 22
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 96 o4
Education & Training 120 93 07
Air folice & Special Investigations 22 91 09
Research & Development 268 70 30
Conmander & Director Specialties 69 99 01
Procurement Management 62 89 11
Legal 19 100 -
Chaplain 16 100 -
Safety 6 100 -

Total 2240 92 08

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 95 05
1st Licutenant 276 97 03
Captain 746 92 08
Ma jor 567 90 10
Lt Colonel 352 91 09
Colonel 80 94 06
Total 224 92 08
Flying Status**
Not Rated 770 89 11
Observer-Navigator 372 96 o4
Pilots 9%9 ol 06
Suspended 150 93 07
Total 2241 92 08

¥ Sirnificant at the .05 level,

*#+ Significant av or veyond the .0l level.
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Ttem 40, From your knowledge ot personnel evaluation methods used by industry and your
experience in the Air Force, how does the USAF Officer Effectiveness evaluation
program compare with industrial methods? ‘ -
A, Most big industrial organizations have better personnel evaluation programs,
B, A very few of the personnel evaluations systems of industry. surpass the officer
effectiveness evaluation program, \
C. The Air Force personnel evaluation program is no better or worse than industrial
methods, d
D. The Air Force personnel evaluation program surpasses most industrial personnel ;
evaluation programs, £
E. 1 am not familiar with personnel evaluation programs outside of the Air Force.
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D E
Command **
01 204 13 07 13 09 58
02 391 10 1 14 07 58 '
03 265 09 08 09 o4 70 “
(] 179 o4 12 11 08 65
05 820 10 06 10 06 68
06 201 12 08 07 06 67
Total 2060 10 08 11 06 65
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 06 08 12 08 66
Reserve 921 14 07 10 05 64
Total 2241 10 c8 11 06 65
Duty Group *
Pilots & Flight Test 450 07 06 09 03 75
Operations 123 07 06 03 05 79
Navigator-Observer 234 13 07 10 04 66
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 11 08 09 08 64
Intelligence 36 11 06 11 - 72
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 09 - 09 09 73
Compunication-Electronics & Armament ‘99 11 o4 09 06 70
Missiles 24 12 08 21 13 46
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 06 07 11 07 69
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 18 06 12 06 58
Financial & Statistical 89 09 15 09 07 60
Adwnin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt, .,
& Information 210 10 10 13 09 58
Education & Training 120 o4 09 09 13 65 .
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 13 - 14 - 73 .
Research & Development 288 11 10 17 07 55
Commander & Director Specialties 69 02 09 18 15 56
Procurement Management 62 13 11 16 10 50
Legal 19 16 05 - 05 W
Chaplain 16 06 - 06 - 88
Safety 6 - - 17 - 83
Total 2240 10 08 11 06 65
Grade**
2d Lieutenant 220 14 08 10 08 60
1st Licutenant 276 18 08 09 04 61
Captain 746 09 08 10 05 68
Ma jor 567 09 07 12 07 65
Lt Colonel 352 05 06 12 08 69
Colonel 80 03 1 13 16 57 )
Total 2241 10 08 11 06 65 .
Flying Statusxx —
Not Rated 770 12 oc 11 08 60 ; [
Observer-Navigator 372 12 18 12 06 62 '
Pilots 949 07 06 1 05 71 . t
Suspended 150 07 09 09 -/ 68 ! L
Total 2241 10 08 11 06 65 H
et
* Gipnificant at the .05 Level, 1
#** Significant at or beyond the .0l level. L%
3
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* Sipnificant at the .09 Ievel.

“« gignificant at or veyond the .0l lLevel.
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Item 41, Do you think, in general, that there should be a difference in OERs assigned
officers holding aeronautical ratings and OfRs assigned non-rated officers?
A. Yes, rated officers should receive higher evaluations,
B. Yes, non-rated officers should receive higher evaluations,
C. No, there should be no significant differences,
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B C
Qmmand-’hE
o 204 03 01 96
€02 391 02 - 98
03 265 02 01 97
o4 179 03 - 97
0s 820 09 - 2
06 201 07 - 93
Total 2060 05 - 95
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 06 - 94
Reserve 921 05 - 95
Total 2241 05 - 95
Duty Groupx*
Pilots & Flight Test 450 16 - 86
Operations 123 07 - 93
Navigator-Observer 234 09 . 91
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 02 01 97
Intelligence 36 03 - 97
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 - - 100
Comrunicat ion-Electronics & Armament 99 04 - 96
Missiles 24 - - 10C
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 02 - 98
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistica 119 02. 98
Financial & Statistical 89 - - 100
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 01 01 98
Education & Training 120 02 - 98
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 - 05 95
Research & Development 288 02 01 97
Commander & Director Specialties 69 (1)1 - 99
Procurement Management 62 03 - 97
legal 19 - - 100
Chaplain 16 - - 100
Safety 6 - - 100

Total 2240 05 - 95

Grade **
2d Lieutcnant 220 01 0l 98
1st Lieutenant 276 06 (1} 93
Captain 746 08 - 92
Major 567 05 - 95
Lt Colonel 352 03 - 97
Colonel 80 o4 - 9€
Total 2241 05 - 95
Flying Status**
Not Rated 770 - 01 99
Observer-Navigator a7 07 - 93
Pilots 949 09 - 91
Suspended 150 01 - 99
Total 2241 05 - 95
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Item 42, In contrast to the current requirement that an OER be given at least once each year, *
would you prefer to have effectivenen report evaluations made only when the period LI
of performance was 'outstanding” or "marginal?"

A, Yes
B, No
4
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A n 3
Command * ' T
01 204 19 81 {
02 agn 22 78 :
03 265 33 67 i
04 179 27 73 i
0s 820 24 76
06 201 23 77
Total 2060 25 75
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 24 76
Reserve 921 25 75
Total 2241 25 75 ?
Nuty-Grou ;
Pilots.& Flight Test 450 26 7% f
Operations 123 28 72 |
Navigator-Observer 234 23 77
Weapons & Missile Operatlons 123 3 69
Intelligence 36 11 89
Photougraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 - 100
Conmunicat ion-Electronics & Armament 99 3i 69
Missiles 24 26 74
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering. 120 30 70
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 24 76
Financial & Statistical 89 19 81
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 24 76
Education & Training 120 29 n I
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 14 86 ;
Research & Development 288 19 81
Commander ¥ Director Specialties 69 22 78
Procurement Management 62 27 73 ’
Legal 19 n 89 '
Chaplain 16 33 67
Safety 6 33 67
Total 2240 25 75 .
Grade ** {
2d Lieutenant 220° 11 89 \
1st Lieutenant 276 15 85 q
Captain 746 26 4
Major 567 32 68
Lt Colonel 352 26 4
Colonel 80 20 80
Total 2241 25 75
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 19 81
Observer-Navigator 372 23 77
Pilots 949 28 72
Suspended 150 3 69 \
Total 224 25 75 ¢
-
3
* S{gnificant at the .05 Level. i
¥ Signlficant at or beyond the .0l level. 5‘
i
35




-y

- o p—— A — —— e e s PPy S - ~ Al

Ttem 43, 1f you have ever been evaluated by a civilian supervisor, were you satisfied with
‘ the evaluation?

A, Yes

C, Never evaluated by a civilian supervisor,

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B C
Comnand **
01 204 09 o4 87
02 391 13 08 79
03 265 0l 0l 98
04 179 04 03 93
05 820 01 01 98
06 201 03 0l 96
Total 2060 05 02 93
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 06 03 91
Reserve 921 o4 02 9%
Total 2241 05 03 92
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 450 02 - 98
Operations 123 02 0 97
Navigator-Observer 234 01 01 98
Weapons & Missile Cperations 123 - 02 98
Intelligence 36 11 03 86
Photugraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 09 - 91
Communicat ion-Electronics & Armament 99 03 03 9%
Missiles 24 - - 100
Alrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 02 0l 97
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 06 02 92
Financial & Statistical 89 13 08 79
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 03 01 96
Education & Training 120 03 03 94
Alr Police & Special Investigations 22 09 - 91
Research & Development 288 19 11 70
Comanander & Director Specialties 69 02 - 98
Procurement Management 62 10 01 8¢9
Legal 19 - - 100
Chaplain 16 - - 100
Safety 6 - - 100

Total 2240 05 03 92

Grade *
2d lLieutenant 220 ol 01 95
1st Lieutenant 276 ol - 96
Captain 746 06 022 92
Major 567 07 03 0
Lt Colonel 352 oL 05 91
Colonel 80 04 02 9
Flying Status **
Nut Rated 770 07 o4 89
CObserver-Navigator 372 03 02 95
Pilots 949 04 02 94
Suspended 150 05 02 93
Total 2241 0S 03 92

« Signiticant at the .0Y level.
<4 3igpalficant at or teyvnd the Ol level. |
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Item 44, A reporting officer who has to rate a number of officers &t one time usually
tecomes repetitious in his ratings, thus inadequately evaluating officers
after the first few ratings.” What is your opinfon of this statement?

A, 1 agree

B, 1 Jdisagree H

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B
Command ’
01 204 56 u4
02 ki) 54 46
03 265 56 Ly
04 179 57 43 ,
0S 820 61 39 .
06 201 52 48
Total 2060 58 42
Regular/Reserve**
Regular 1320 st 46
Reserve 921 62 38
Total 2241 57 43
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 65 35
Operations 123 55 45
Navigator-Observer 234 61 39
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 53 47
Intelligence 36 50 50
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 27 73
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 55 4s
Missiles 24 67 33
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 54 46
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 62 38
Financial & Statistical 89 59 41
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 58 42
Education & Training 120 55 45
Alr Police & Special Investigations 22 64 36
Research & Development 288 49 51
Commander & Director Specialties 69 4y 56
Procurement Management 62 52 48
Legal 19 63 37
Chaplain 16 S0 50
Safety [ 33 67

Total 2240 s7 43

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 65 35
1st Lieutenant 276 63 37
Captain 746 60 40
Ma jor 567 56 bh
Lt Colonel 352 us 52
Colonel 80 39 61
Total 221 57 43
Flying Status .
Not Rated 770 56 uy
Observer-Navigator n 57 43
Pilots 949 58 42
Suspended 150 59 L3 N
Total 2251 57 43 ™~

* Significant at the .05 Level.
*+ Sienificant at or beyond the .01l Level.

-
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Item 45, The "Overall" performance rating section of the OFR (Section V) can be numerically
coded as indicated in the table givern on page 2 of this appendix, Select the
numerical code which you think represents the average rating for officers of your
grade within the Air Force as a whole,

A, 3.0 to 3,9
B, 4,0 to 4.9
C. 5.0 to 5.9
p, 6,0 to 6,9
E. 7.0to 7.9
F. 8.0 to 8,9
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D E F

Command *#*

T 204 - ou 28 31 34 03
02 391 01 07 25 40 25 02
03 265 01 05 19 45 28 02
ou 179 - 01 13 46 38 02
05 820 - 03 19 uy 30 ou

201 - 06 20 37 32 05

Total 2060 - o4 21 42 30 03

Regular/Reserve **

Regular 1320 - 02 13 45 36 o4
Reserve 921 - 07 28 39 24 02

Total 2241 - 04 20 42 31 03

Duty Group **

Pilots & Flight Test 4s0 - 02 16 50 31 01
Operations 123 - 01 06 47 42 o4
Navigator-Observer 234 01 06 28 45 17 03
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 - 02 26 42 29 01
Intelligence 36 - 03 39 33 22 03
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 - 09 09 64 18 -

Corununication-Electronics & Armament 99 - 03 17 43 35 02
Missiles 24 - o4 13 42 33 08
Alrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 - 02 17 39 32 10
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 - ou 19 40 3 06
Financial & Statistical 89 - 06 29 38 26 01
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 01 0S5 15 42 34 03
Education & Training 120 - 01 16 4s 37 01
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 - 09 41 18 23 09
Research & Developuent 288 - 09 25 41 23 02
Comnander & Director Specialties 69 - - - 15 73 12
Procurement Management 62 - 03 31 37 29 -
Legal 19 - 16 21 21 42 -
Chaplain 16 - - - 40 60 - (
Safety 6 - - - 33 67 -

Total 2240 - 04 20 42 31 03

Grade **
2d Licutcnant 220 01 20 39 30 10 -
1st Lieutenant 276 - 08 Ly 38 09 01
Captain 746 - 02 16 50 30 02
Ma jor 567 - - 16 50 32 02
Lt Colonel 352 - - 07 32 55 06
Colonel 80 - - - 14 63 23

Total 2241 - o4 20 42 3 03

Flying Status **

Not Rated 770 - 07 27 37 27 02
Obscrver-Navigator 372 - o4 21 46 26 03
Pilots 949 - 01 14 L6 35 o4
Suspended 150 - 02 14 37 42 05

Total 224 - o4 20 42 31 03

* Significant at the .09 Level.
“* Slpaificant at or beyond the .0l level.
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Item 46,

Select the

The "Overall" performance rating section of the OFR (Section V) can be numerically
coded as indicated in the table given on page 2 of this appendix,

numerical code which you think represents the average rating for officers of 'your

grade within your command,
A, 3.0 to 3.
B, 4,0 to 4.9
C, 5.0 to 5.9
D, 6,0 to 6,9
E. 7.0 to 7.9

F, 8,0 to 8.9

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D E F
Command **
01 204 05 25 4s 23 02
02 391 02 16 37 38 07
03 265 - 05 21 47 25 02
o4 179 - 02 11 40 Li 03
05 620 - 01 10 33 47 09
06 201 ¢ - 06 21 40 30 03
Total 2060 - 03 15 38 38 06
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 - 01 09 38 44 08
Reserve 921 ~ 05 23 38 31 03
Total 224 - 03 14 38 39 06
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 01 10 38 L6 05
Operat ions 123 - 07 36 50 07
Navigator-Observer 234 - 02 18 43 30 07
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 - 03 21 32 39 05
Intelligence 36 - 03 30 30 31 06
Photugraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 - 09 - 73 18 -
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 - 05 14 Ly 32 0s
Missiles 2u - - 17 25 42 16
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 - 02 11 39 40 08
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 - 03 20 36 33 08
Financial & Statistical 89 - 03 25 36 32 o4
Admin Svecs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 01 05 13 38 38 0s
Education & Training 120 - 03 10 38 43 06
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 - 09 41 18 18 14
Research & Development 288 - 03 16 n 33 07
Compander & Director Specialties 69 - - 01 23 62 14
Procurement Management 62 - 02 21 45 27 05
Legal 19 - 16 21 26 37 -
Chaplain 16 - - - 60 40 -
Safety 6 - - 17 17 50 16

Total 2240 - 03 14 38 39 06

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 0l 15 kI 33 16 01
1st Lieutenant 276 - 05 37 39 21 03
Captain 746 - 01 09 42 42 06
Major 567 - 01 13 43 38 05
Lt Colonel 352 - 01 05 28 54 12
Colonel 80 - 01 22 63 14
Total 2241 03 14 38 39 06
Flying Status ** .
Not Rated 770 - 05 22 38 30 05
Observer-Navigator 372 - 02 13 41 37 07
Pilots 949 - - 10 38 45 07
Suspended 150 03 11 32 4s 09

Total 2241 03 14 38 39 06

¥ Significant at the .05 Level.
*¥ Significant at or beyond the .0l Level.
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ltem 47, What would be your reaction to & policy which allotted the number of ratings that
could be assigned at each OER level on the basis of officer strength within the
command? {For example, only a certain percentage of officers in the command could
be given an OFR equivalent to a "9", only so many could be given-OERs equivalent to
an "8", and so on).

A, Favorable

R, Unfavorable

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B
Conmand
01 204 12 88
02 391 12 88
03 265 10 20
04 179 15 85
05 820 1 89
06 201 12 88
Total 2060 12 88
Repular/MReserve
Regular 1320 11 89
Reserve 921 12 88
Total 2261 11 89
Duty Group
Pilots & Flight Test 450 09 91
Operat ions 123 11 89
Navigator-Observer 234 08 92
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 1k 86
Intelligence 36 11 89
Photugraphy, Weather & Cartography 11 09 9
Communicat ion-Electronics & Armament 99 16 84
Miusiles 24 12 88
Airceraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 07 93
Trosp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 18 82
Financial & Stetistical 89 08 92
Aduin Svee, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& tafcermation 2i0 n 89
Education & Training 120 16 84
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 09 91
Reseatch & Development 288 14 86
Commander & Director Specialties 65 12 88
Procurement Managewment 62 15 85
Legal 19 11 89
Chaplain 16 19 81
Safety 6 33 67

Totul 2240 11 89

Grade
24 Lieutenant 220 14 &6
1st Licutenant 276 12 88
Gaptain 46 13 87
Ma jur 567 10 90
Lt ¢olonel 352 1C 90
Colinel 80 11 89
Total 2241 11 89
, Flvine Stutus
Mt Rated 770 12 88
thantver-Navigator 372 11 89
Fllots 949 1 89
Suypended 150 13 87
Total 2241 11 89
‘l
L cndtieant at the J0) level,
o0 Lluieaat ot or teyond tae WL Tevel.
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Item 48, Which of the following best desckibes your opinicn of the word pleturs (Sectiom VI1,
Comments) of the OER?
A, 1t is an essential element in the effectivencas report, Provides the reporting
official with information for his evaluation and serves as a device 20 Jrevent
inflated evaluations,
B, 1Is not serving its intended purpose., It could, however, be made into an
essential element, .
C. Although not critical in the evaluation, the word picture can-add to the total
effectiveness measurement,
D, 1t is not essential, and could very well be discarded,
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Allernatives
N A B C D .
Command *
01 204 40 29 19 12
02 391 47 27 16 10
03 265 30 34 22 14 .
04 179 35 30 20 15
05 820 35 30 20 15
06 201 31 31 25 13
Total 2060 37 30 20 13
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 35 32 19 14
Reserve 921 ki:] 29 20 13 .
Total 2241 36 31 20 13
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Tesat 450 30 28 23 19
Operations 123 30 36 19 15
Navigator-Observer 234 36 35 20 09
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 40 24 20 16
Intelligence 36 36 36 20 08
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 4s 55 - -
Cummunicat ion-Electronics & Armament 99 36 32 21 11
Misgiles 24 21 58 - 21
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
¥ Civil Engineering 120 22 39 27 12
Tensp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 36 27 20 17
Financial & Statistical 89 45 26 18 11
Admin Svcs, lersonnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 40 30 21 09
Education & Training 120 30 36 17 17
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 32 41 18 09
Research & Development 288 50 26 15 09
Commander & Director Specialties 69 43 28 18 11
Procurement Management 62 40 28 16 16
Legal 19 32 42 10 16
Chaplain 16 S0 06 25 19
Safety 6 - 50 33 17
Total 2240 36 31 20 13
Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 St 27 16 03
1st Lieutenant 276 43 3 20 06
Captain 746 3y 3 20 12
Major 567 33 29 19 19
Lt Colonel 352 27 32 22 19
Colonel 80 51 15 19 15
Total 2241 36 3 20 13
Flying Status ** _ —~
Not Rated 770 43 28 20 09 .
Observer-Navigator 372 37 36 19 08
Pilots 9L9 32 30 20 18
Suspended 150 32 36 19 13 .
Total 224 36 31 20 13 *
P

* Significant at the .05 level.
*# Significant at or beyond the .0l Level.

61




-4

Item 49, 1In your personal experience and impressions from other officers, which of the

following has most tended to produce "low" performance ratings?
A, VYersonality differences between rater and ratee,

B, Unacceptable personal behavior of the ratee, off the job,
C., Poor job performance in relation to fellow officers,

D, ‘"Preasure" con rating officials,

Percentages of

Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D
Command *
01 204 51 02 39 08
02 391 uy o4 43 09
03 265 40 o4 46 10
o4 179 34 07 51 08
05 820 uo 07 L1 07
6 201 4y ) 47 05
Total 2660 42 06 45 07
Regular/Rescrve **
Regular 1320 36 ‘07 S0 07
Reserve 921 49 04 39 08
Total 2241 41 06 L6 07
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 36 08 52 ol
Operations 123 36 04, S4 06
Navigator-Observer 234 43 08 40 09
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 39 05 50 06
Intelligence 36 42 - 50 08
Photography, Weather & Cartography 1 18 - 82 -
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 52 02 35 11
Missilea 24 25 o4 63 08
Afrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 41 03 41 15
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 50 06 35 09
Financial & Statistical 89 37 03 52 08
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 45 08 38 )9
Education & Training 120 37 07 50 06
Alr Police & Special Inveatigations 22 59 09 27 05
Research & Development 288 43 03 45 09
Commander & Director Specialtiea 69 26 ou 68 02
Procurement Management 62 S0 03 40 07
Legal 19 50 06 39 05
Chaplain 16 69 - 31 -
Safety 6 33 17 50 -

Total 2240 L) 06 46 07

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 55 03 37 0s
l1st Licutenant 276 u9 05 39 07
Captain 746 uo0 07 45 08
Major 567 41 05 45 09
Lt Colonel 352 k1) 06 53 07
Colonel 80 15 02 80 03
Total 2241 41 06 46 07
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 48 oL 41 07
Observer~Navigator 372 41 06 45 08
Pilots 949 36 07 50 07
Suspended 150 35 10 47 08
Total 2241 41 06 Lé 07

% Significant at the .05 level.
#+ Significant at or beyond the .0l level.
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Item 50. Do you believe that your judgment of the true effectiveness of officers did
(or would) become progreasively mors accurate with increased rating experience?

A, Yes
B, No M

C, Uncertain

g

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B C
Command
01 204 65 17 i8
02 a9 70 13 17
03 265 74 13 13 >
o4 179 80 09 11
05 820 4 1 15
06 201 67 17 16
Total 2060 72 13 15
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 73 13 14
Reserve 821 n 12 17
Total 2241 72 13 15
Duty Grou
Pilots & Flight Test 450 74 13 13
Operations 123 69 16 15
Navigator-Observer 2W 73 10 17
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 76 09 15
Intelligence 36 72 06 22
Photography, Weather & Cartography n 73 09 18
Communication-Electronice & Armament 99 72 1 17
Misailes b} 58 17 25
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 73 13 14
Tenap, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 63 18 19
Financial & Statistical 89 80 10 10
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 67 18 15
Education & Training 120 82 05 13
Afr Police & Special Investigations 22 73 09 18
Research & Development 288 70 13 17
Commander & Director Specialties 69 73 20 07
Procurement Management 62 69 10 2]
Legal 19 63 16 21
Chaplain 16 69 12 19
Safety 6 33 17 S0
Total 2240 72 13 15
Grade **
2d Licutenant 220 73 07 20
1st Licutenant 276 n 08 21
Captain 746 73 11 16
Ma jor 567 72 15 13
Lt Colonel 352 69 19 12
Colonel 80 T4 11 15
Total 2241 72 13 15
Flying Status
Not Rated 770 n 12 17 T —
Observer-Navigator 372 75 1n 1 !
Pilots 949 72 13 15
Suspended 150 66 19 15
Total 2241 72 13 15 1
]
* Significant at the .05 Level. re=-
** Significant at or beyond the .0l level.
T
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Item 51, From your own experience as a USAF officer and the informatioen you have gained
through discussions with other officers, which of the following statements
would you say is most nearly correct?

A. The majority of reporting officials do not hesitate to use the low end of the
rating scale when they are convinced that the officer's performance merits
such an evaluation,

B, The majority of reporting officials never use the low end of the scale unless
there is exceptionally poor performance or improper personal behavior on the
part of the officer being rated,

C. The majority of reporting officials are reluctant to use the lower part of the
scale for fear of jeopardizing an officer's career even though the true value
appears to fall in that portion of the scale.

D. Am not yet experienced enough to judge this matter,

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D
Command **
01 204 06 53 29 12
02 391 04 47 32 17
03 265 07 42 37 14
(111 179 07 42 1 05
05 820 06 50 34 10
06 201 05 41 47 07
Total 2060 06 47 36 11
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1320 05 51 39 (¢33
Reserve 921 06 Ly 32 18
Total 2241 05 48 36 11
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 450 o4 52 37 07
Operat ions 123 05 48 45 02
Navigator-Observer 234 05 39 42 14
Weapuns & Missile Operations 123 12 51 26 1
Intelligence ' 36 - u7 39 14
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 - 45 55 -
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 07 46 34 13
Missiles 24 13 71 12 o4
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 120 07 51 k1 08
Trnsp, Supply, Fuals & Logistics 119 05 sS4 28 13
Financial & Statistical 89 03 59 26 12
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 210 03 45 36 16
Education & Training 120 07 37 52 o4
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 09 50 14 27
Research & Development 288 05 4s 33 17
Commander & Director Speclalties 69 07 61 32 -
Procurement Management 62 07 45 4o 08
Legal 19 05 u8 26 21
Chaplain 16 12 38 19 31
Safety 6 - 33 67 -

Total 2240 05 ug 36 11

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 220 03 27 30 40
1st Lieutenant 276 03 32 35 30
Captain RLT) 05 5 38 06
Ma jor 5€7 08 52 37 03
Lt Colonel 352 07 57 35 0l
Colonel 80 02 68 30 -
Total 2241 05 48 36 11
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 05 4y 31 20
Observer-Navigator 372 06 43 41 10
Pilots 949 06 52 a8 ou
Suspended 150 o4 57 32 07
D Total 224) 05 48 36 11

* Signiricant at the .05 level.
¢ Stguificant at or bteyond the .01 Level.
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Item 52. Do _nu feel that it would be of value to the reporting official if he had as a
refe-ence to guide his own ratings the average overall effectiveness evaluations
(air Force wide) assigned to each officer grade during the previous year?
A. Yeg
B, Neo
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Cominand
01 204 68 32
02 3N 67 33
03 265 71 29
o4 179 72 28
05 820 69 3 '
06 201 65 35
Total 2060 69 3
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1320 69 31
Reserve 921 66 34
Total 2241 68 32
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 450 73 27
Operations 123 76 24
Navigator-Observer 234 70 30
Weapons & Missile Operations 123 66 34
Intelligence 36 81 19
Photography, Weather & Cartography 11 82 18
Communication-Electronics & Armament 99 67 33
Missiles 24 67 33
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 120 67 33
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 119 58 42
Financial & Statistical 89 60 Lo
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 210 59 41
Education & Training 120 72 28
Air Police & Special Investigations 22 50 50
Research & Development 288 70 30
Commander & Director Speclalties 69 65 35
Procurement Management 62 66 34
Legal 19 47 53
Chaplain 16 88 12
Safety ) 67 33
Total 2240 68 32
Grade
2d Lieutenant 220 63 37
1st Lieutenant 276 70 30
Captain 746 70 30
Major 567 67 33
Lt Colonel 352 66 34
Colonel 80 n 29
Total 2241 68 32
Flying Status **
Not Rated 770 60 40 .
Observer-Navigator 372 73 27 -
Pilots 949 73 27
Suspended 150 66 34
Total 2241 68 32
* Significant at the .05 level. i 0
% gignificant at or beyond the .0l Level.
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Item 53, When preparing an OER on an officer, have you ever had access to his previous

evaluationa?
A, Yes
B, No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command **
o1 128 52 48
02 239 35 65
03 164 24 76
o4 134 32 68
05 536 43 57
0é 149 31 69
Total 1350 38 62
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1000 38 62
Reserve 486 34 66
Total 1486 36 64
Duty Group
Pilots & Flight Test 42 39 61
Operations 105 35 65
Navigator-Observer 61 25 75
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 33 67
Intelligence 23 39 61
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 38 62
Communication-Electronice & Armament 75 28 72
Missiles 18 39 61
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 95 40 60
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 82 33 67
Financial & Statistical 56 36 64
Adnin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 134 38 62
Education & Training . 86 28 72
Air Police & Special Investigations 15 40 60
Research & Development 165 36 64
Commander & Director Specialties 69 55 45
Procurement Manhagemen* 37 35 65
Legal 8 38 62
Chaplain 9 33 67
Safety 4 - 100

Total 1487 36 64

Grade **
73 Lieutenant 12 33 67
1st Lieutenant ) k)| 13 87
Captain 512 28 72
Ma jor 504 36 64
Lt Colonel kLT L5 55
Colonel 80 65 35
Total 87 36 64
Plying Status
Not Rated 397 32 68
Observer-Navigator 166 35 65
Pilots 798 38 62
Suspended 126 n 59
Total 1487 35 64

* Significant at the .05 Level.
_ ** Significant at or beyond the .0l Level.

66

Pt S < b




Y ISP P DRIl N [ S N f v e

e ne b e e «f

Item 54, If you have ever had access to previous OERs, did you £find these useful in
preparing the evaluations you were making?

A, Yes
B. No

C. Not applicable; did not have access,

Percentages of.Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A ] C
Command **
0 128 37 15 48
02 239 24 13 63
03 164 18 07 75
04 134 20 W 66
05 536 25 19 56 .
06 149 22 10 68
Total 1350 Y2 15 61
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1000 23 16 61
Reserve 486 23 12 65
Total 1486 23 14 63
Duty Group
Pilots & Flight Test w2 25 15 60
Operations 105 18 18 64
Navigator-Observer 61 18 11 71
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 21 12 67
Intelligence 23 26 13 61
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 25 13 62
Communication-Electronics & Armament 75 16 12 72
Missiles 18 1 28 61
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 95 28 13 59
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & logistics 82 24 09 67
Financial & Statistical 56 23 13 64
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 134 18 21 61
Education & Training 86 15 17 68
Air Police & Special Investigaticns 15 33 07 60
Research & Development 165 27 12 61
Commander & Director Specialties 69 23 23 4u
Procurement Management 37 32 03 65
Legal 8 25 13 62
Chaplain 9 1 22 67
Safety 4 - - 100

Total 1487 23 4 63

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 12 33 - 67
1st Lieutenant 31 13 06 81
Captain 512 18 1 71
Ma jor 504 23 14 63
Lt Colonel 3u8 27 19 54
Colonel 80 42 24 3
Total 1487 23 4 63
Flying Status
Not Rated 397 21 12 67 -
Observer-Nayigator 166 19 19 62 !
Pilots 798 24 15 61
Suspended 126 27 15 58
Total 1487 23 pU 63

* Significant at the .05 level.
»+ Significant at or beyond the .0l [evel.
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Item 55, How did these previous evaluations compare with the level of performance
shown in your ratings?

A, Usually higher
B, Usually lower

C., WNot applicable, had no references availabie, or did not use,

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B C
Command**

01 128 21 13 66
02 239 03 16 76
03 164 06 13 81
04 134 06 15 79
05 536 10 19 71
06 149 07 12 81
Total 1350 10 16 74

Regular/Reserve
Regutar 1000 09 17 74
Reserve 486 10 13 77

Fotal 1486 09 16 75
Pilots & Flight Test 342 08 18 74
Operations 105 06 15 79
Navigator-Observer 61 08 12 80
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 06 18 76
Intelligence 23 1% 09 73
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 - 38 62 i
Comaunication-Electronics & Armament 75 1 09 80 |
Missiles 18 11 N 78 |
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint, :

& €Civil Engineering 95 06 19 75
Tru.p, Supply, Fuels & logistics 82 09 15 76
Financial & Statistical 56 11 15 74
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 134 1 14 75
Education & Training 86 07 10 63
Air Police & Special Investigations 15 13 20 67
Research & Development 165 09 16 75
Commander & Director Specialties 69 18 21 61
Procurement Management 37 17 14 69
Legal 8 - 25 75
Chaplain 9 13 12 75
Safety 4 - - 100

Total 1487 09 16 75

Grade **
2¢ lLieutenant 12 - 33 67
15t Lieutenant 31 10 06 84
Captain 512 05 15 80
Mayor S0u4 09 14 77
LL dolonel 3u8 12 19 69
Culonel 80 22 18 60
Total 1457 09 16 75
Flyine Statuy
Not Rated 397 11 14 75
Qbserver-Navigator 166 10 14 76
Pilots 798 08 17 75
Suspended 126 n 16 73
Total 1487 09 16 75
O L. faoant at o tue WOy level.
S0 aafienr wt oor weyent tre WL level.
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Item 56, When you arc rating an officer, in what order do you usually £ill out the form?

A, Rating Factors (i.e,, Knowledge of Duties, Leadership, Judgment, Adaptability,

etc,); Word Picture or comments; and Overall Evaluation,

* Significant at the .05 level.
*¢ Significant at or beyond the .0l level.

B. Word Picture or comments; Rating Factors; and Overall Evaluation,
C, Overall Evaluation; Rating Factors; and Word Picture or comments,
D, Word Picture or comments; Overall Evaluation; and Rating Factors,
E. Rating Factors; Overall Evaluation; and Word Picture,
F. Overall Evaluation; Word Picture; and Rating Factors,
Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives
N A B C D E F
Command
Y 128 22 45 02 oL 26 01
02 239 23 49 o4 03 21 -
03 164 18 41 (v ok 31 02
o4 134 22 41 02 02 31 02
05 536 21 39 03 03 33 0
06 149 23 46 02 o4 24 01
Total 1350 21 43 03 03 29 01
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1000 20 43 03 o4 29 01
Reserve 486 24 39 03 03 30 01
Total 1486 21 42 03 o 29 01
Duty Group™*
Pilots & Flight Test 342 21 35 o4 o4 35 01
Operations 105 17 53 03 03 23 01
Navigator-Observer 61 25 38 - 07 30 -
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 22 Lo 02 02 33 01
Intelligence 23 31 39 - - 30 -
Photugraphy, Weather & Cartography 8 25 13 - 12 50 -
Communication-Elec:ronice & Armament 75 27 39 01 - 33 -
Missiles x 18 17 33 11 17 22 -
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 95 22 45 01 07 24 01
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 82 20 43 o4 01 30 02
Financial & Statistical 56 21 37 - - 38 ou
Admin Svecs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

% Information 134 19 52 04 03 21 01
Education & Training 86 19 &5 05 01 30 -
Air Police & Special Investigations 15 13 27 - - L7 13
Research & Development 165 18 50 C3 01 27 01
Commander & Director Specialtiee 69 28 L4 - 10 17 01
Procurement Management 37 24 i3 03 05 27 -
Legal 8 25 38 - - 37 -
Chaplain 9 33 11 - 11 34 11
Safcty 4 - S0 - 25 25 -

Total 1487 21 42 03 o4 29 01

Grade**
2d Lieutenant 12 42 4 - - 17 -
1st Licutenant K 29 29 03 - 39 -
Captain 512 21 35 03 04 37 -
Ma jor S04 22 L5 o4 02 25 01
Lt Colonel 3u8 19 48 01 03 27 02
Colonel 80 20 51 02 08 18 01
Total 1487 21 42 03 o4 29 01
Flying Status .
Not Rated 397 24 38 03 02 31 02
Observer-Navigator 166 22 39 03 05 k) -
Pilots 798 19 45 03 o4 28 01
Suspended 126 26 43 01 02 28 -
Total 1487 21 42 03 o4 29 0l
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Item 57, When wmaking out an OER, I generally base my evaluations of the officer on --
A, Notes taken on daily and exceptional performance,
B, Impressions of daily performance and notes on exceptional performance,
C, Ilmpressions of exceptional performance,

D, Iwmpressions of daily and excepticnal performance,

Percentages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D
Command **
0} 128 10 46 - L4
02 239 07 63 - 30
03 164 20 52 - 28
oL 134 26 s8 - 16
0S 536 15 58 - 27
06 149 22 51 - 27
Total 1350 16 56 - 28
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1000 16 S6 - 28
Reserve L86 16 sS4 - 30
Total 1486 16 56 - 28
Duty Group*
Pilots & Flight Test k¥ 18 S5 - 27
Operations 105 14 65 02 19
Navigator-Observer 61 18 sS4 - 28
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 25 52 - 23
Intelligence 23 26 Ly - 30
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 - 88 - 12
Communication-Electronics & Armanent 75 1% E1) - 32
Missiles 18 05 78 - 17
Afrcraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 95 15 43 01 41
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels &k Logistics 82 14 Ls 01 40
Financial & Statiatical 56 09 66 - 25
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 134 20 54 - 26
Education & Training 86 21 62 - 17
Air Police & Special Investiga~fons 15 13 60 - 27
Research & Development 165 05 60 - 35
Commander & Director Specialties 69 18 S4 - 28
Procurement Management 37 08 60 - 32
Legal 8 13 62 - 25
Ch..plain 9 33 4s - 22
Safety 4 - 50 - 50

Total 1487 16 56 - 28

Grade *
2d Lieutenant 12 17 66 - 17
lst Lieutenant k}} 16 42 - 42
Captain 512 19 55 - 26
Ma jor S0l 14 60 - 26
Lt Colonel s 16 52 01 K
Colonel 80 06 51 - h3
Total 1487 16 56 - 28
Plying Status
Not Rated 397 15 56 - 29
Observer~-Navigator 166 22 53 - 25
Pilots 798 15 57 - 28
Suspended 126 18 48 01 33
Total 87 16 56 - 28

* Significant at the ,05 Level.
' Significant at or beyond the .01l level.
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Item 58, As an indorsing official, have you ever disagreced with an effectiveness
evaluation agssigned by the reporting official?

A, Yes
B, No

C., Have never been an indorsing official,

Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives

N A B C
Command **
01 128 Ly 14 37
02 239 27 10 63
03 164 36 09 55
ou 134 29 11 60
05 536 29 09 62 .
06 149 47 07 46 v
Total 1350 33 10 57
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1000 32 09 59
Reserve 486 29 n 60
Total 1486 3 10 59
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 342 18 07 75
Operations 105 33 1 56
Navigator-Observer 61 13 12 75
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 32 0s 63
Intelligence 23 L3 13 Ly
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 12 - 88
Communication-Electronice & Armament 75 32 19 49
Missiles 18 L4 06 50
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 95 51 10 39
Trnsp, Suppiy, Fuels & Logistics 82 46 09 45
Financial & Statistical 56 27 07 66
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 134 28 13 59
Education & Training 86 34 12 54
Air Police & Special Investigations 15 36 07 57
Research & Development 165 22 10 68
Commander & Director Speclalties 69 9oL 06 -
Procurement Management 37 27 16 57
Legal 8 - 12 88
Chaplain 9 22 - 78
Safety 4 25 - 75
Total 1487 k) 10 59
Grade **
2d Lieutenant 12 08 17 75
1st Licutenant 31 07 03 90
Captain 512 Q9 06 85
Major 504 27 09 64
Lt Colonel 348 60 17 23
Colonel 80 91 o 05
Total 1487 31 10 59
Flying Status*
Not Rated 397 28 10 62 N
Observer-Navigator 166 29 13 58 =~
Pilots 798 32 08 60
Suspended 126 42 11 47
Total 1487 31 10 59
i
* Significant at the .0Y Level. bt
¥ Significant at or beyond the QL level.
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Item 59, Have you ever prepared an OER in which you indicated that the overall effectiveness
evaluation for the officer concerned was "Outstanding” (AF Form 77) or "absolutely
superior” (AF Form 707)? (That is, where you used the highest block in the rating scale?)

A. Yes
B, No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command
01 128 54 46
02 239 44 56
03 164 52 48
o4 134 52 48
05 536 54 46
06 149 55 us
Total 1350 52 48
Regular/Reserve **
Regular 1000 57 43
Reserve 486 41 59
Total 1486 S L8
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 342 56 Ly
Operations 105 64 36
Navigator-Observecr 61 46 Sh4
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 47 53
Intelligence 23 48 52
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 38 62
Communication-Electronics & Armament 75 51 49
Missiles 18 72 28
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 95 52 48
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Loglstics 82 48 52
Financial & Statistical 56 42 S8
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 134 39 61
Education & Training 86 55 45
Air Police & Special Inveatigations 15 33 67
Research & Development 165 45 55
Commander & Director Specialties 69 84 16
Precurement Management 37 43 57
Legal 8 62 38
Chaplain 9 33 67
Safety L 25 75

Total 1487 52 ug

Grade **
2d Lieutenant 12 - 100
1st Lieutenant 3 06 9L
Captain 512 37 63
Ma jor 504 52 ug
Lt Colonel 348 70 30
Colonel 80 88 12
Total 1487 52 48
Flying Status**
Not Rated 397 40 60
Observer-Navigator 166 55 us
Pilots 798 56 4y
Suspended 126 55 45
Total 1487 52 48

* Significant at the .05 level.
** Significant at or beyond the .QL level.
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Item 60, Have you ever prepared an effectiveness report which was required to be referred
to an officer under your immediate sup:rvision?

A, Yes
B, No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command **
01 128 28 72
02 239 11 89
03 164 26 1L
o4 134 17 83
05 536 23 77 .
06 149 30 70 .
Toteal 1350 22 78
Regular/Reserve *
Regular 1000 23 77
Reserve 486 18 82
Total 1486 21 79
Duty Group **
Pilots & Flight Test 342 19 81
Operations 105 32 68
Navigator-Observer 51 25 75
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 20 80
Intelligence 23 26 74
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 - 100
Communication-Electronics & Armament 75 20 80
Missiles 18 28 72
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,
& Civil Engineering 95 22 78
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistics 82 30 70
Financial & Statistical 56 11 89
Admin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,
& Information 134 18 82
Education & Training 86 14 86
Air Police & Special Investigations 15 20 80
Research & Yevelopment 165 1 8¢9
Commander & Director Specialties 69 57 43
Procurement Mansgement 37 14 8¢
legal 8 - 100
Chaplain 9 38 62
Safety 4 25 75
Total 187 21 79
Grade **
23 Lieutenant 12 - 100
1st Lieutenant 31 16 84
Captain 512 10 90
Ma jor S04 18 82
Lt Colonel 3u8 34 66
Colonel 80 62 38
Total 1487 2 79
Flying Status
Not Rated 397 17 83
Observer-Navigator 166 20 80 -~ -
Pilots 798 A4 76 :
Suspended 126 20 80
Total 1487 21 79
* Signifticant at the .05 Level, ol

*# gignificant at or beyond the .0l level.
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Item 61, How many OERs do you estimate you have rendered on officers under your supervielonf

A, 30 or more

B. 20 - 29
c, 10-19
D, 6-9

E., 5 or less

Percertages of
Officers Selecting Alternatives

N A B C D E
Command™
01 128 44 14 15 13 14
02 239 31 14 18 14 23
03 164 43 08 16 10 23
o4 134 29 17 19 19 16
05 536 36 13 22 12 17
06 149 43 12 15 10 20
Total 1350 37 13 19 13 18
Regular/Reserve *
Regular 1000 36 14 19 13 18
Reserve 486 30 12 20 14 24
Total 1486 kID 13 20 13 20
Duty Group**
Pilots & Flight Test 3u2 34 18 26 12 10
Operations 105 56 15 25 06 08
Navigator-Observer 61 16 08 20 28 28
Weapons & Missile Operations 95 28 11 22 15 ¥{
Intelligence 23 26 17 13 09 35
Photugraphy, Weather & Cartography 8 - - 38 12 50
Comtunication-Electronics & Armament 75 34 12 18 08 28
Missiles 18 56 0s 11 11 17
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Maint,

& Civil Engineering 95 ué 08 18 12 16
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & loglstics 82 30 12 20 15 23
Financial & Statistical 56 28 14 20 n 27
Aduiin Sves, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 134 25 07 14 15 39
Educat ion & Training 86 32 16 18 18 16
Air Police & Special Investigatione 15 20 07 13 27 33
Research & Development 165 26 15 15 20 24
Cotmander & Director Specialties 69 &5 09 06 - -
Procurement Management 37 35 06 24 08 27
Legal 8 25 25 25 - 25
Chaplain 9 k1 22 22 - 22
Safety 4 25 - 50 25

Total 187 34 13 20 13 20

Grade ™
24 Lieutenant 12 - - - - 100
1st Lieutenant 31 - - 06 10 84
Captain 512 09 1n 25 20 35
Ma jor S04 k1 16 22 14 1u
Lt Culonel 3u8 6h 15 15 o4 02
Colonel 80 96 03 01 - -
Total 1487 3 13 20 13 20
Flying Status **
Not Rated 397 26 08 16 13 37
Observer-Navigator 166 23 15 22 19 21
Pilots 798 u 15 20 12 12
Susnended 126 33 15 25 13 14
Total 16487 3 13 20 13 20

* Clpaificant at the 0% level.

v §irnitican. ab or teyond the .01 level.
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ltem 62, Have you ever, to your knowledge, had an indorsing officizl disagree with any
of the evaluations you, as a reporting official, rendered on an ofticer under

your supervision?

A, Yes
B, No
Percentages of Officers
Selecting Alternatives
N A B
Command
01 128 37 63
02 239 37 63
03 164 40 60
o4 134 40 60
05 536 42 58
06 49 41 59
Total 1350 40 60
Regular/Reserve
Regular 1000 40 60
Reserve 486 38 62
Total 1486 39 61
Duty Group#*
Pilots & Flight Test 342 44 56
Operations 105 43 57
Navigator-Observer 61 k1 66
Weapons & Misaile Operations 95 35 65
Intelligence 23 48 52
Photography, Weather & Cartography 8 3% 62
Communication-Electronics & Armament 75 38 62
Missiles . 18 50 50
Aircraft Maint, Motor Vehicle Main%,

& Civil Engineering 95 4o 60
Trnsp, Supply, Fuels & Logistice 82 43 57
Financial & Statistical 56 30 70
Admin Svcs, Personnel, Manpower Mgt,

& Information 134 26 74
Educat ion & Training 86 4y 56
Air Police & Special Investigations 15 20 80
Research & Development 165 34 66
Commander & Director Specialties 69 59 41
Procurement Management 37 35 65
Legal 8 - 100
Chaplain 9 L) 56
Safety 4 75 25

Total 1487 39 61

Grade x*
2d Lieutenant 12 08 92
1st Lieutenant 3 13 87
Captain 512 K| 69
Ma jor 504 38 <
Lt Colonel u8 51 49
Colonel 80 62 38
Flying Status **
Not Rated 397 28 72
Observer-Navigator 166 38 62
Pilots 798 45 55
Suspended 126 37 63

Total 1487 39 61
* Significant at the .05 Level.

*¥ Significant at or beyond the .0l Level.
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